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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study addresses the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to long-term UI
claimants who need reemployment services and who have reached the later stages of their Ul
benefit period. The study is designed to complement earlier studies which have found that it is
often difficult to motivate potential long-term UI claimants to accept reemployment services during
the early stages of their unemployment period.

Telephone interviews were conducted in 10 States with 1,090 claimants who had been on
UI for 22 weeks and had reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit period. These interviews were
conducted approximately 4 to 6 months after the claimants had reached their last 5 weeks of
benefits. In addition, interviews were conducted with officials from the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA
programs in each of the 10 sampled States.

The major findings of the claimant interviews were as follows:

One-third of the long-term UI claimants were still experiencing
reemployment problems 4 to 6 months after drawing UI benefits

Of those long-term UI claimants who had found jobs, 36.5 percent were not
satisfied with their jobs and were seeking other employment

Of those who were still unemployed and looking for work, a majority

(80 percent) indicated that they did not have much interest in specific
reemployment services, but would have accepted job search assistance early
in ‘their claim period

The data did not support a policy of targeting services to specific subgroups
of long-term UI claimants

Subgroups that were more likely to experience reemployment problems were
claimants who were males, were 55-64 years of age, had no college
education, or whose jobs ended because their firm went out of business or
left the local area

The results of the interviews with State and local officials indicated that many long-term Ul
claimants had the following characteristics and attitudes:

- Unrealistic expectations of being recalled
Educational deficits and functional illiteracy
Lack of job search skills
Attitudes of mistrust and hostility
Reluctance to relocate
Lack of familiarity with the Job Service among union members
Reluctance to enroll in training after UI exhaustion




The study found that long-term UI claimants had the following experiences with
reemployment services:

About two-thirds of the claimants used the Job Service, but only one-half of
these felt that the Job Service was helpful and only 2 percent received a job
as a result of a Job Service referral

Only 6 percent participated in any type of job assistance classes, job clubs,
or counseling other than services provided through the Job Service. Most of
these services were not sponsored by JTPA.

Those who encountered the most problems being reemployed were also the
least likely to use reemployment services. '

With regand to the coordination of services to long-term UI claimants who need
reemployment assistance, the study found that:

RECOM
INATI
NEED ASSISTANCE

Linkages between U, ES, and JTPA need strengthening.

Some States (Wisconsin, Washington, New York, Indiana, and Pennsylvania)
have implemented major pilots or programs designed to improve the
coordination of services.

The TAA program and Title III of JTPA have not had much impact on the
coordination of services to long-term unemployed Ul claimants,

MP A MODEL SYSTEM FOR IMPROVING THE
LOYMENT SERVICES FOR LONG-TERM Ul CLAIMANTS .WH

Integrated service delivery system with a one-stop concept in which new Ul
claimants are provided immediate access to all reemployment services at a
single facility

Availability of reemployment services from the beginning of the claim
period

Provision of in-depth assessment of individual reemployment needs and a
flexible program of services from which claimants can choose

Use of the Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assess the employment
barriers and availability of claimants and to refer them to appropriate .
services

Continuous tracking and targeting of Ul claimants for recruitment into
reemployment programs. As part of an integrated service delivery system,
State and localities should target reemployment services to Ul claimants at
several stages in the claim period, in addition to pursuing "early
intervention” strategies. '

-ii-




Targeting of specialized services to long-term UI claimants with
reemployment barriers. Recognizing that most long-term UI claimants with
reemployment problems do not have the resources or inclination to enroll in
long-term retraining programs, the model approach would emphasize such -
services as on-the-job training (which would provide immediate income to
claimants) or job search assistance classes for claimants who have reached
the late stages of their benefit period.

-iii-




This report addresses the feasibility of targeting services to long-term. UI claimants who
experience reemployment problems. The Introduction begins with a description of the overall goals
and objectives of the study. Next, the methodology used to conduct the study is described, and,
finally, the overall organization of the report is outlined. |

In recent years, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has sponsored a number of studies
and demonstration projects designed to assess the feasibility of various ways of targeting
reemployment services to Unemployment Insurance (UI) claimants who are experiencing problems
in finding a job. These studies and demonstration projects have focused largely upon ways of
targeting services to UI claimants during the early stages of their claim periods (i.e., the first S to 6
weeks), The "early intervention" focus has been emphasized because of its significant potential for
reducing UI expenditures associated: with long-term unemployment. -

" This study addresses the feasibility of targeting reemployment services to "long-term" Ul
claimants who experience reemployment barriers. Specifically, the study examines the feasibility of
targeting services to claimants who have been on UI for at least 22 weeks and who have reached
the last 5 weeks of their benefit period.

There are two reasons for DOL's interest in the feasibility of targeting services to. long-term
UI claimants who experience reemployment problems: - -

Although the "early intervention" focus has been effective, it has been
recognized that, during the early stages of the UI benefit period, it is often
difficult to identify workers who might eventually need help in the form of
reemployment services, -

For a number of reasons, UI claimants who need help finding a job are
often reluctant to accept reemployment services during the initial few weeks
of their UI claim period. In contrast, claimants who have reached the later
stages of their UI benefit period and are experiencing reemployment
problems are more likely to accept the reality of their situation and may be
more willing to accept services designed to help them find a job.




In sponsoring thic study, DOL recognized that not all long-term UI claimants are potentially
in need of reemployment services. Some members of the long-term claimant population might be
categorized as cyclically or seasonally unemployed workers who will subsequently retumn to their
previous occupations. In addition, the population of long-term UI claimants includes individuals
who plan to retire or to leave the work force for other reasons after their benefit period ends. The
-focus of this study is solely upon long-term claimants who have difficulty finding jobs and who
might potentially benefit from reemployment services.

Tt should be noted, however, that this is not a study of the UI exhaustee population.
Although DOL has sponsored a number of studies of UI exhaustees, this study is concemed with
the feasibility of identifying and targeting services to claimants before they exhaust their Ul
benefits. '

To examine the feasibility of targeting services to long-term UI claimants, the study
addressed a number of specific issues. These were as follows: ‘

What proportion of the total populanon of long-term Ul clalmants are in
need of reemployment services?

What are the primary characteristics of long-term claimants who might need
reemployment services? Data on these characteristics may prove useful as a
basis for identifying such workets among the long-term claimant population.

What are the attitudes, perceptions, and experiences of long-term Ul
claimants with regard to reemployment services?

How effective are the linkages among existing reemployment programs in
1dennfymg and providing services to long-term Ul claimants who are
experiencing reemployment problems? Spemﬁcally, how effective are the
linkages among the Job Service, Ul agenmes, and programs operated under
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in serving this population?

What mechanisms and procedures can be identified for improving the
coordination and targeting of effective reemployment services to long-term
UI claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment services?




STUDY METHODOLOGY
To gather the data for the study, two types of methods were used:

. In-person interviewn were conducted with state and local ES, Ul and JTPA
program officials in 10 states

. Telephone surveys were conducted with samples of long-tetrm UI claimants
in the same 10 states

(1)  Interviews With State And Local Officials

The interviews with State and local officlals were conducted as a part of the
evaluation of linkages among ES, UI and JTPA programs in serving long-term UI claimants
with reemployment problems. A total of 10 states were selected for the interviews. In
each of the 10 states, one local area was selected for interviews with local program
officials. Exhibit 1 shows the states and local areas that were visited, The site visits were
conducted between October 1987 and April 1988, |

In lelectins the states and localities for the study, a number of factors were taken
into account. First, we developed a list of states which had experienced significant
problems of long-term unemployment in the 1980s. These states were identified with input
from BLS, DOL's Office of Job Training Programs, DOL's Regional Offices and the UIS
Project Officer.

Next, the states on the preliminary list were contacted to determine whether they
were willing to participate in the study. A number of states chose not to participate
because they did not wish to allocate resources to the task of generating lists of long-term
UI claimants for the telephone survey. Some states chose not to participate because of
privacy and confidentiality concems or because they were heavily involved in UI system
development activities.

After selecting the final list of ten states, SESA and JTPA officials in the states
were consulted and asked to provide input into the selection of local sites. For each state,

we sought to choose a local site that had experienced significant problems of long-term
unemployment.
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State

Minngsota

Alabama
Indiana

Iowa
New Mexico -

New York

Pennsylvania
West Virginia
Washington

Wisconsin

Local Site.

St. Louis County

Jefferson County

Lake County

~ Blackhawk County

Taos County

Monroe County

Allegheny County
Kanawha County
King County

Racine and Kenosha
Counties

EXHIBIT 1

STATES AND LOCAL SITES INCLUDED IN THE STUDY

Cities

Virginia, Hibbing

Birmingham
Gary

Waterloo

Taos

Rochester

Pittsburgh
Charleston
Seattle

Racine, Kenosha

Industry in Which
Long-Term Unemployment
Had Occurred

Taconite mining, wood
products

Iron and steel
Iron and Steel

Agricultural machinery;
meat packing

Mining (copper, uranium,
molybdenum); oil and gas

Photographic products;
photocopying equipment;
auto parts; glass
bottling

Iron and steel

Coal mining; chemicals
Shipbuilding

Auto manufacturing




In each state, interviews were conducted at the state level and at the local site with
officials in the ES, Ul, and JTPA programs. Among the topics that were addressed in the
interviews were the following: ' '

The nature of the long-term unemployment problem in the local site
The organization and structure of the state’s Title III program

Barriers to coordination among ES, Ul and JTPA programs in serving
long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers _

Difficulties encountered in recruiting long-term claimants with reemployment
barriels into reemployment programs

Obstacles to the effective targeting of ES, UI and JTPA services to
long-term UI claimants with reemployment problems

"Exemplary practices” or special projects that had been implemented to
improve the coordination and linkages among programs in serving long-term
Ul claimants who have difficulty finding a job.

(2)  Telephone Surveys Of Samples Of Long-Term Ul Claimants

For each of the 10 local sites in the study, a sample of long-term UI claimants was
. selected for telephone interviews. The state UI agencies in the 10 states were asked to
provide Hsﬁngs of all UI claimants in the local site who had reached the last 4 to 5 weeks
of their UI benefit period during a designated time window (May 1987 to July 1987). The
states were asked to provide the following minimum information on each UI claimant on
the listings:

Name

Telephone number (if available)

Date when the person established their UI claim
Total Ul entitlement

Weekly benefit amount

The initial goal was to define a target sample of 220 claimants for each local site.
On the 'assumption that 75 percent of the target sample could be contacted and would agree
to resl;ond to the survey, it was projected that the sample of completed surveys in each site
would be approximately 167, with a total sample for the study of 1,667. This original plan
was modified, however, because some of the sites did not have 220 UI claimants who had




reached the last 4 - 5 weeks of their benefit period during the designated time frame. To
compensate for this, we targeted more than 220 claimants in the other sites.

Exhibit 2 presents the final sample sizes for each site. As the exhibit indicates, a
total of 2,590 claimants were included in the target sample. Of these, a total of 689 could
not be located. or reached by telephone or could not be interviewed for other reasons. The
problem of non-locates was especially significant in the states of New York and Washington
because these states were not able to provide the telephone numbers of claimants. An
additional 112 members of the target sample were determined to be ineligible because they
reported during the interview that they had not collected UI benefits during the reference
period. A total of 1,789 respondents were contacted and were found eligible for interview.
Of these 1,789, a total of 1,582 (88.4%) agreed to be interviewed.

For each local site, the intenriews were conducted between 4 and 6 months
following the date when the claimants reached their last 4 to 5 weeks of UI benefits. This
time lag was designed to allow us to examine the reemployment experiences of respondents
during the last few weeks of théir claim period’ and during the first few months after they

left the UI rolls.

A copy of the survey instrument is presented in the Appendix to this repon The
mstmment was designed to gather the following information from respondents

Type of job held before the respondent filed for UI benefits (e. g mdusny
type, number of years employed)

Current job status

Work search activities

Experience, knowledge and perceprions regarding reemployment services -

Demographic characteristics




EXHIBIT 2

SAMPLE SIZES FOR EACH LOCAL SITE

Could Not Be Case Retired
Located or After Multiple
Samp lo . Could Not Be Reached by Refused to Unsuccessful
Site Released Comp letes inel lglble‘sa : Inforvluedb Telephone Participate . Attempts
St. Louls County, MN 220 170 ) 9 2 7 7 5
Jeof ferson County, AL 254 13 3 2 37 32 7
Lake County, IN 213 143 3 6 37 19 5
Blackhawk County, IA 296 159 53 3 5t ‘ 24 6
Taos County, NM 21 17 14 6 52 10 2
Monroe County, NY© ‘ 397 173 8 3 n 32 10
Allegheny County, PA 218 175 1 0 22 19 ]
Kanawha County, WY 232 168 S5 - 1 39 14 5
King County, WAS 329 . 132 13 8 138 23 15
Racine-Kenosha, Wi 220 162 3 2 36 17 .0
TOTAL | 2,5% 1,582 12 33 . 600 207 - 56

2 Had not collected benefits during reference period,

-

b 1ncludes deceased respondents, those with language hnfrlets, hearing impairments, and those who were unavailable during the study
per'Odo

¢ Telephone numbers were not provided for sample members In these states,




ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

The remainder of the report is organized as follows:

Pant A: Results of the interviews with state and local officials in the sample states
Part B: Results of the telephone surveys of long-term UI claimants -

Part C: Recommendations for improving the coordination and targeting of reemployment :
services for long-term UI claimants with reemployment barriers




EXTENDED SUMMARY

I. BACKGROUND AND OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

In recent years, the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) has sponsored a number of studies
and demonstration projects designed to assess the feasibility of various ways of targeting
neemploymént services to Unemployment Insurance (UI) claimants who are experiencing problems
in finding a job. These studies and demonstration projects have focused largely upon ways of
targeting services to UI claimants during the garly stages of their claim periods (i.e., the first S to 6
weeks). The "early intervention" focus has been emphasized because of its significant potential for
reducing UI expenditures associated with long-term unemployment.

This study addresses the feasibility of targeting reemployment services to "long-term" Ul
claimants who experience reemployment barriers. Specifically, the study examines the feasibility of
targeting services to claimants who have been on UI for at least 22 weeks and who have reached
the last 5 weeks of their benefit period. |

There are two reasons for DOL’s interest in the feasibility of targeting services to long-term
UI claimants who experience reemployment problems:

Although the "early intervention" focus has been effective, it has been
recognized that, during the early stages of the UI benefit period, it is often
difficult to identify workers who might eventually need help in the form of
reemployment services. '

For a number of reasons, Ul claimants who need help finding a job are
often reluctant to accept reemployment services during the initial few weeks
of their UI claim period. In contrast, claimants who have reached the later
stages of their UI benefit period and are experiencing reemployment
problems are more likely to accept the reality of their situation and may be
more willing to accept services designed to help them find a job.

In sponsoring this study, DOL recognized that not all long-term UI claimants are potentially
in need of reemployment services. Some members of the long-term claimant population might be
cyclically or seasonally unemployed workers who will subsequently return to their previous
occupations. In addition, the population of long-term UI claimants includes individuals who plan to
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retire or to leave the work force for other reasons after their benefit period ends. The focus of this
study is solely upon long-term claimants who have difficulty finding jobs and who might potentially
benefit from reemployment services.

It should be hoted, however, that this is not a study of the Ul exhaustee population.
Although DOL has sponsored a number of studies of Ul exhaustees, this study is concemed with
the feasibility of 1dent1fymg and targetmg services to claimants before they exhaust their Ul
benefits.

I SPECIFIC ISSUES ADDRESSED BY THE STUDY

To examine the feasibility of 'targeting services to long-term UI claimants, the study
addressed a number of specific issues. These were as follows:

What proportion of the total population of long-term UI claimants are in
need of reemployment services?

~ What are the primary characteristics of long-term claimants who might need
reemployment services? Data on these characteristics may prove useful as a
basis for identifying such workers among the long-term claimant population.’

What are the attitudes, perceptions, and experiences of long-term Ul
claimants with regard to reemployment services?

How effective are the linkages among existing reemployment programs in

, 1dennfymg and providing services to long-term UI claimants who are
experiencing reemployment problems? Specifically, how effective are the
linkages among the Job Service, UI agencies, and programs operated under
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) in serving this population?

What mechanisms. and procedures can be identified for i 1mprov1ng the
coordination and targeting of effective reemployment services to long-term
UI claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment services?

HI. STUDY METHODS

To address the issues identified above, two study methods were used. First, telephone
interviews were conducted with samples of Ul claimants who had reached the last 5 weeks of their
UI benefit period. The samples were selected from 10 local communities which had experienced
significant problems of long-term unemployment during the 1980s. Each local community was
located in a different State. (It should be emphasized that the samples are not necessarily
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representative of the total long-term Ul claimant population in the United States since the samples
were chosen from localities with higher-than-average populations of long-term unemployed.)

Members of the overall sample were interviewed approximately 4 to 6 months after they
had reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit periods. This time lag allowed us to analyze the
post-Ul employment status of the sample and to identify claimants who were experiencing
reemployment problems after leaving the UI rolls. A total of 1,090 claimants in the sample had
‘been onv UI for at least 22 weeks and thereby met our definition of "long-term UI claimants."

The second method used to gather data for the study consisted of in-person interviews with
State and local program officials in the 10 States where the telephone surveys were conducted with
Ul claimants. Interviews were conducted with officials from the Job Service, the UI programs, and
JTPA agencies. At the local level, the interviews were conducted in the same local communities
where the telephone surveys of Ul claimants were conducted. The primary objective of the
interviews was to examine the effectiveness of existing program linkages in targeting services to
long-term UI claimants who might benefit from reemployment services.

IV. SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS

1. PROPORTION OF LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO MIGHT BE IN NEED OF.
- REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES

The telephone surveys in the 10 local sites indicated that slightly more than one-third of the
long-term UI claimants were experiencing reemployment prbblems 4 to 6 months after reaching the
last few weeks of their claim. Of all the long-term claimants in the sample, about 35 percent were
unemployed and still actively looking for work at the time of the survey, while an additional
2 percent might be termed "discouraged." Another 10 percent of the claimants were unemployed
but had opted to leave the workforce for such reasons as voluntary retirement, enrollment in
education or training programs, or the assumption of family responsibilities.

In addition to the claimants who were still unemployed and looking for work at the time of
the surveys, 36.5 percent of the long-term claimants who had found jobs by the time of the surveys
reported that they were not satisfied with their jobs and were looking for other employment. These
claimants (who represented almost 20 percent of the total sample of long-term claimants) were
dissatisfied with their jobs primarily for such reasons as low pay, low benefits, or the temporary or
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part-time nature of their jobs. The survey data showed that a majority of the long-term claimants.

who had found new jobs were working for lower pay than previously.

These data indicate that, in the local communities that were surveyed, a significant
percentage of the long-term UI claimant population could be classified as persons who might
benefit from reemployment assistance. These persons included:

Individuals who were still unemployed several months after leaving the Ul
rolls

Claimants who had been displaced into lower-paying or temporary jobs and
who were "at risk” of returning to the UI rolls

2. PRIMARY CHARACTERI AND ATTITUDES OF LONG-TERM CLAIMANT
WH HT FROM REEMPLOYMENT SERVICE

Analyses of the survey data showed that certain subgroups of long-term UI claimants were
more likely than others to be experiencing reemployment problems after leaving the Ul rolls.
Spec1ﬁcally, the following subgroups had the greatest probablhty of still being unemployed 416
months after they left the UI rolls:

Claimants whose jobs ended because their firm went out of business or left
the local area

Claimants who had previously worked in industries other than construction
(more than 27 percent of the claimants who were still unemployed when
interviewed had previously been employed in manufacturing, while only 15.8
percent had been employed in construction)

Claimants in the 55-64 age group
Claimants who had not attended college

Males

Although these subgroups were the most likely to be experiencing reemployment problems, the
survey data showed that reemployment problems were common among many types of long-term

claimants. The data do not support a policy of targeting services only at the subgroups listed
above.
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State and local program officials were-asked to discuss the characteristics and attitudes of
long-term UI claimants who experience reemployment problems. Among 'the characteristics
identified by respondents were the following:

X ation I Xecalled. Many claimants are said to be reluctant
to enroll in reemployment programs or to accept another job because they believe that they
will soon be recalled by their former employer.

Unrealistic Wage Expectations. Many. of the long-term claimants who experience
reemployment problems have been used to niaking high wages and are reluctant to accept
retraining or job search assistance services that will result in jobs paying much less than
their prior jobs. . |

Educational Deficits And Functional Illiteracy. Many of the long-term UI claimants
who have difficulty finding a job reportedly suffer from educauonal deficits and functional

illiteracy. These problems make it difficult for claimants to find jobs in such industries as
the retail trade or service sector and also make it difficult to place the claimants into
vocational training programs that assume certain levels of literacy. In addition, many such
claimants are reportedly unable to conduct an effective job search because of literacy
problems.

Lack Of Job Search Skills. Many long-term UI claimants who facé reemployment
problems were said to lack effective job search skills because they have not been used to
conducting a systematic job search effort. They are often unfamiliar with téday’s job
market and have poorly developed skills in such areas as interviewing techniques and
resume preparation.

Atti f Mi And Hostility. Some long-term UI claimants reportedly
perceive reeinployment programs in a hostile manner because program operators tend to
emphasize retraining or reemployment in lower-paying jobs, while the claimants are -
primarily interested in getting their vold jobs back.

Reluctance Of Many Claimants To Relocate. Many long-term Ul claimants are

unwilling to relocate from their communities even though funds may be available under
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~JTPA to assist them. Many older claimants, in particular, own property that is often
difficult to sell in a depressed community.

ion Members’ L f Familiarity With The J rvice. Many long-term
claimants are union members who are accustomed to finding work through a union hiring
hall rather than the Job Service.

Rel E In _Retrainin After Ul Benefit xhausted.
‘Respondents noted that, although many long-term UI claimants who have difficulty finding
a job begin to accept the reality of their situation when their UI benefits are about to run
out, such claimants are often unwilling to enroll in retraining programs because they no
longer have any income support to rely upon while they are in training (unless they enroll
in on-the-job training programs).

The characteristics and attitudes of many long-term UI claimants who experience
reemployment problems have important implications for intervention strategies. First, most of these
claimants are unlikely to enroll in reemployment programs in the absence of an aggressive and
coordinated outreach strategy on the part of State and local ES, Ul, and JTPA programs. Second,
although long-term UI claimants may be an appropriate target group for services, the most effeciive
solution to preventing long-term unemployment among this group is to emphasize early intervention,
so that claimants can be encouraged to enroll in reemployment programs while they still have

‘sufficient UI benefits remaining to support them.

Third, Ul claimants who are experiencing reemployment problems should be offered a
variety of reemployment services customized to their individual reemployment barriers. The
available services should recognize the need of some claimants for remedial education and shouid
address the lack of job search skills among many claimants. Finally, intervention programs should
address the attitudinal factors that often act as barriers to the reemployment of long-term Ul

claimants.

3. USE OF REEMPLOYMENT SERVICES BY LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS

As part of the survey of long-term UI claimants, information was gathered on the claimants’

use of specific reemployment services. The results are presented below.
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(1) Lse Of The Job Service

Although about two-thirds of the long-term claimants went to the Job Service during
their claim, only one-half of these believed that the Job Service was helfpul and pnly" 2
percent of all long-term claimants said that they had found a job as a result of a Job
Service referral,

In addition, a large percentage of the claimants who went to the Job Service
reported that they were not given information about job training or education programs. In
several sites, fewer than 20 percent of the claxmants said that the Job Service had referred
them to other agencies or programs. ‘

Only. 1.4 percent of long-term claimants said that they had participated either in
on-the-job (OJT) training programs or in occupational training programs. Only 6.0 percent
had participated in job search assistance classes, job clubs or job counseling, other than
services provided by the Job Service. ‘

Most of the claimants who had participated in the programs had not apparently done
so under JTPA sponsorship, nor had most of them leamned about such programs through the
Job Service. ‘

3) f Services B ific Claimant 'Sy
- The data showed that soiné-Of the subgroups which experienced the greatest
problems in finding employment after leaving the UI rolls were among the groups least

likely to use reemployment services. These included. less educated claimants, claimants
aged 45-64, and male claimants.

@) rall Atti Toward Reempl ent Services

Of the claimants who were still uriemjplbyed but were looking for work, a majority
(80 percent) indicated that they did not have much interest in specific reemployment
services, but most stated that they would have been willing to accept some type of help to
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find another job early in their claim period. These findings indicate that most of the
claimants would have been willing to accept assistance in finding jobs that paid comparable
wages to their prior jobs, but most were resistant to én‘rolling in training (or to accepting -
Job Service referrals) that would provide them with lower;paying jobs. These findings
suggest that many of the claimants who were still unemployed but looking for work could
have benefited from an aggressive outreach Strategy that addressed attitudinal barriers to the
acceptance of reemployment services. '

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE LINKAGES AMONG THE JOB SERVICE. Ul AGENCIES,

R RING LONG-TERM Ul CLAIMA WIT
L PROBLEMS TO APPROPRI ERVI
¢))] ffectiven: f State And L. Employment Security Agencies (J
Service/UI Agencies) In Referring Long-Term UI Claimants To Reemployment
Services

State and local Employment Security (ES) agencies are in a position to play a key
role in identifying and referring long-term UI claimants with reemployment problems to
appropriate services. However, our intervieWs revealed that more effective procedures for
referring such claimants to services could be implemented. The major issues that need to
be addressed are discussed below.

mpeting Priorities Of State And Local UI Agenci

In each of the sample States, respondents indicated that State and local UI programs
define their major priorities in terms of the basic UI functions of processing claims in a
timely manner and fulfilling the Ul tax collection function. ‘These functions are given
priority because of Federal mandates. State and local Ul programs typically give much
lower priority to helping Ul claimants to leave the UI rolls or to establishing linkages with
reemployment programs, although many States have recently begun to pay attention to these
issues as a way of generating UI trust fund savings.

Potential Use Of The Eligibility Review Program To Assist Long-Term Ul
Claimants With Reemployment Problems

All State UI agencies are provided funds to operate an Eligibility Review Program
(ERP) designed to prevent Ul overpayments through a continuous review of claimants’
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-ability to work, availability for work, and efforts to find work. The ERP is designed to
ensure an active search for work by Ul claimants and to identify claimants who are possibly
ineligible for benefit payments.

The ERP is potentially useful as a means of assisting long-term UI claimants who
experience reemployment problems. Typicany, long-term claimants are scheduled to attend
two to three ERP interviews during the term of their claim. With additional resources and
staff training, UI agencies could utilize the ERP interviews to assess the individual
employment pmblems of long-term claimants and to ‘refer the clalmants to reemployment
programs appropnate to thelr specxﬁc needs

Priorities And R Of The Job Servi

In each of the States in the study, respohdents identified a number of factors which
limited the scope of Job Service efforts to provxde reemployment services to long-term Ul
clatmants who expenence reemployment problems These factors included:

Federal and/or State mandates requiring that priority services be given to
other target groups

'~ Job Semce resource hmxtatlons, making it dlfﬁcult for the Job Service to
provide more than. cursory services to long-term Ul claimants

- Limitations in the existing procedures for referring UI claimants to JTPA
‘programs. The factors cited as being responsible for the lack of effective
referral procedures included (1) inadequate "cross-training” of Job Service
staff in JTPA program services and rules, (2) a lack of Job Service resources
to screen or test clients to identify those who might benefit from services,
(3) .concern among Job Semce staff about getting placement credit for their
clients, and (4) the margmal effectiveness of some local Private Industry
Councils. (PICs) in 1mprovmg the cross-referral of Job Service and JTPA

- clients. : : :

Under the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, workers whose employment is adversely
affected by increased imports may apply for services under the TAA program. The
program is administered by State Employmenﬁ Security Agencies (SESAs). Respondents
noted that there were several 1imifations to the TAA program as a way of providirig |
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reemployment services to long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems.

These were as follows:

Limitations in the program’s coverage. The program does not cover
claimants who lost their jobs for reasons other than import competition.

Time lags in the approval and allocation of funds. These time lags make it
difficult to follow an "early intervention” approach to plant closings or mass
layoffs

Inadequate screening and testing of claimants for participation in TAA
approved training.

Barriers to the coordination of the TAA and JTPA Tide III (dislocated
workers) programs.

A number of States had implemented programs or pilot projects designed to improve
the procedures and mechanisms of Employment Security agencies for referring long-term Ul
claimants to reemployment services. These included:

Wisconsin’s "ES Services to UC Claimants” program, which is designed to
reduce the State’s UI trust fund outlays by referring Ul claimants to special
. workshops designed to assist their reemployment efforts

Washington’s Claimant Placement Project, which provides a vanety of
reemployment services to certain categories of Ul claimants early in their
claim period

New York State’s program of additional Ul benefits for enrollment in
- training. This program is designed to encourage claimants to enroll in
training programs early in their claim period. The program provides
claimants with additional weeks of Ul benefits, beyond the 26-week
maximum, if they enroll in training within a specific timeframe.

3] Impact Of The JTPA Title III (Dislocated Worker) Program n Th
rdination And Targeting Of Reemployment Services To Long-T I
Claiman :

Title III of JTPA allocates funds to States to provide reemployment services to
dislocated workers. The Title III program, therefore, is potentially a key mechanism for the
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provision of reemployment services to long-term Ul claimants who experience problems in
ﬁndmg a job.

The interviews' with State and local officials, however, indicated that, although there
have been many éxamples of effective coordination of services to dislocated workers under
Title III programs, the administration of Title III programs by States has done little to
improve the coordination of local services to long-term UI claimants on a permanent basis.
In most of the local sites, there is little coordination among the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA
programs in serving long-term Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems.

There are two major reasons why the Title III program has had litile permanent

effect upon local coordination. ' First, many States have exerted centralized control over the

substate allocation of Title IT funds and have targeted their resources to "plant-specific" or
| "industry-specific" projects. Such grants-have often been awarded to local "consortia” or '
"community task forces” comprising such groups as the Job Service, JTPA programs,
community-based organizations (CBOs), unions, and local education agencies. However,
these types of coordination have tended to be temporary in nature because they have been
established only on a project-specific basis and have little residual 1rnpact upon the ongoing
problems of interagency coordination.

Second a few States have opted for a decentralized approach to allocating some or
all of their Tltle m funds often usmg a formula approach to allocate the resources to
Service Delivery Axeas or other local agencies. In these States, the funds tend to be
allocated to a smgle agency at the local level. In thxs situation, the local recipient of Title
- III funds has little incentive to share the funds with other local organizations, unless there is
already an effective system for ensuring interagency coordination at. the local level.

Another major finding from the interviews. was that, although Title III programs
have been effective in providing reemployment services to specific subgroups of dislocated
workers, long-term Ul claimants have tended to receive relatively few services, owing to the
‘way in which Title III programs have.‘been organized at the State and local level. There
are several reasons for this situation. First, in many-of the States, Title III funding factors
have resulted in services being delivered primarily to the more "motivated” and
easier-to-serve segments of the dislocated worker population, rather than to long-term Ul
Claimants who are relatively hard-to-serve.
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Second, in States which have targeted their Title III resources primarily to
plant-specific or industry-specific projects, workers who have been dislocated in secondary -
industries as a result of a "ripple effect” have tended to receive feW services. Finally, in
many of the States which have used a Request-for-Proposal (RFP) approach to distributing
Title I1I funds, there have been significant delays in the allocation of funds from the State
agency to specific local areas or projects. These delays have made it difficult for local
programs to vkeep track of dislocated workers who become long-term UI claimants or
exhaustees. '

In several of the States, efforts had lecehtly been made to implement effective
mechanisms for ensuring greater coordination between Employment Security (ES) agencies
and JTPA agencies on an ongoing basis. Examples included: '

Pennsylvania’s Job Center concept, which is designed to provide a single
point in each community where clients can receive services provided by a
variety of programs, including the Job Service, the Ul program, JTPA, and
social services programs.

Indiana’s plan to merge ES-JTPA functions and to "cross-train” the staff of
each program.

Washington’s Special Employment ’and Traini.ng' Services (SETS) project,
which is designed to target immediate reemployment assistance to
structurally unemployed UI claimants when they sign up for benefits.

V. REQQMMENDATIQN§ FOR IMPROVING THE DELIVERY OF SERVICES TQ
LONG-TERM UI CLAIMANTS WHO EXPERIENCE REEMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS

The current limitations in the linkages among ES, UI, and JTPA programs have important
consequences for the delivery of reemploymént services to lbng-temi UI claimants who experience
reemployment problems. First, inadequate linkages often preclude the effective delivery of services
to claimants in the early stages of their claim periods. When claimants reach the later stages of
their benefit periods, they often lack the resources to go into retraining programs. Accordingly, in
order to reduce long-term unemployment among U'I;claimants, it is important not to wait until |
claimants have reached the last few weeks of benefits before targeting them for services.

In addition, the inadequate linkages among ES, UI, and JTPA programs result in very few
reemployment services being provided to UI claimants once they get near the end of their benefit
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period. None of the States that we visited gave a very high priority to serving ¢ldimants after their
20th week of benefits, often because there was little to gain in UI trust fund savings. |

Most of the traditional efforts by States to improve coordination among ES, UI, and JTPA
programs at the local level have had limited impact because they have typically not addressed the
underlying barriers to coordination. Among these traditional efforts are statewide interagency
agreements and systems of local financial and nonfinancial agreements among agencies to provide
specific services, such as cross-referral of clients. ) ‘

On the basis of the study findings, it is possible to identify a "model system" for achieving
a more coordinated approach to providing reemployment services to Ul claimants who have
significant reemployment. barriers. The major componems of the proposed "model system” are
described below.

Integrated service delivery. The model system would incorporate a one-stop concept in
which new Ul claimants are provided immediate access to all reemployment services ata single
facility.

system would eliminate the delays inherent in current systems used by many States to allocate Title
III funds and other program resources.

{ _ . Under the model approach, the
integrated service delivery network would incorporate (1) an effective system for in-depth
assessment of individual reemployment needs and (2) the provision of a flexible program of
services from which claimants could choose.

ater f Eligibility Review Progra RP) t ss the empl
faced by long-term claimants. The ERP process could be used to ensure that the employment

problems of long-term claimants are properly assessed and that these claimants are referred to
appropriate services.

ntinu kin ing of Ul claimants for recruitment into reemployment

programs. As part of an integrated service delivery system, States and localities should target
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reemployment services to Ul claimants at several stages in the claim peried, in addition to pursuing
"early intervention” strategies. '

Recognizing that most long-term Ul claimants with reemployment barriers do not have the resources
or inclination to enmll in long-term retraining programs, the model approach would emphasize such
services as on-the-job training (which would provide immediate income to claimants) or job search
assistance classes for claimants who have reached the late stages of their benefit period.
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PART A: RESULTS OF THE INTERVIEWS WITH STATE AND LOCAL OFFICIALS




Part A of the report summarizes the results of the interviews conducted by Macro Systems
with State and local officials in the 10 sample States. Part A addresses the following topic areas:

- The effectiveness of State and local employment security agencies in
referring long-term Ul claxmants with reemployment bamers to appropriate
services

The impact of the JTPA Title HI (dislocated worker) program upon the
coordination and targeting of reemployment services to long-term claimants
who have difficulty finding a job

Obstacles to providing reemployment services to long-term UI claimants with -
reemployment problems: the impact of claimants' attitudes and
characteristics




w&&

N IN REFERRING LONG- WITH
EMPL, PROB TO APPROP ERVICES

In theory, State and local employment security agencies (encompassing both the UI and Job
Service programs) should be in a position to piay a key role in identifying and referring long-term
UI claimants who might benefit from réemployment services. Ul agencies, for example, remain in
continuous contact with claimants during the life of their claim and are responsible for conducting
periodic interviews with claimants to review their eligibility. The Job Service, in tum, is
responsible for implementing "work test” requirements to ensure that Ul claimants are conducting an
active job search. In addition, both the UI program and the Job Service are involved in the
adminiétraﬁon of the Trade Adjustment ssistance (TAA) program, which is designed to provide a
variety of benefits and services to workers who have lost their jobs as a result of increased imports.

Our interviews with State and local officials, however, revealed that there is room for
improvement in the current procedurés of employment security programs in referring Ul claimants
to reemployment services. Among the issues which need to be addressed are the following:

Competing priorities of State and local UI agencies

Potential uses of the Ul Eligibility Review Program (ERP) to assist
long-term claimants with reemployment problems

Job Service priorities and resources

The role of the TAA program

In Sections 1-4 of this chapter, we present oui' findings with respect to each of these issues.
Section 5 of this chapter presents examples of initiatives recently developed by some of the States
to improve the effectiveness of employment security programs in referring long-term UI claimants
to reemployment services.
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Irt}each of ‘the States we visited. ,respondents noted. that State UI programs tend to define -
their major priorities in terms of the basic Ul functions of (1) processing UI claims and making
payments in a timely and accurate fashion and (2) fulfilling the UI tax collection function.
According to respondents, these functions are given priority because of Federal mandates concerning
benefit-payment accuracy and timeliness and because of Federal requiremettts 'conceming the
collection of employer texes. ‘

In contrast, State Ul programs typically give much lower priority to such functions as:

Helping Ul claimants to leave the UI rolls
Referring claimants to reemployment services
Evaluating the employment barriers faced by long-term claimants
Analyzing why some claimants stay on UI for long periods

. Determining the characteristics of long-term claimants
Establishing linkages with reemployment programs

In9 of the 10 States in the sample, State UI laws required specific categories of UI
‘ claxmants to register with the Job Semce when theu' initial claims were approved. Typtcally, t.tese_n } '
States required all new Ul clatmants to register w1th the ES unless they had definite recall dates or
usually found work through a union hiring hall. Except for the work registration requxremeut
however, State and local UI agencies dld not typically have ongomg procedures for ensuring that
Ul clalmants were makmg contmuous use of ES servmes during thexr clalm penods

In several of the States in our sample, State UI officials had in recent years begunvto focus
on initiatives designed to facilitate early reeemployment of UI claimants. These initiatives had, in
some instances, resulted in pilot projects (funded by State and/or Federal sources) designed to
produce UI trust fund savings by decreasing the ‘amount of time spent by claimants on UL
Examples of these projects included:




Wisconsin’s "ES Services to UI Claimants” project, in which certain Ul
claimants who have not found jobs by the time of their first Eligibility
Review Program (ERP) interview are required to attend workshops conducted
by the Job Service (see Section 5 of this chapter for additional details on -
this program).

Washington’s Claimant Placement Project, a mandatory program which
provides intensified services to accelerate the reemployment of UI claimants
(see Section 5 of this chapter).

A program in New York State to provnde additional Ul beneﬁts to clanmams
who enroll in approved training early in their claim period (see Section 5 of
this chapter).

A federally-supported demonstration project in Pennsylvania to provide
lump-sum payments to Ul clalmants who agree to leave the Ul rolls early in
their claim period. v

Most of these projects were largely in the pilot stage and had yet to have a major impact
upon regular statewide Ul operations. In addition, these projects tended to be focused on claimants
who were still in the early stage of their claims rather than upon longer-term claimants. In this
respect, it should be noted that none of the States had specifically identified "long-term UI
claimants” as a priority target group in their State Employment Secunty plans, State Job Training
plans, or Govemor’s Coordination and Special Services Plans (GCSSPs)

Many State officials noted that, owing to competing priorities and the large UI caseloads
per worker, local Ul offices often found it difficult to pay much attention to reemployment services
and referrals. As a result, local Ul staff in the majority of sites visited were given little or no |
training in such areas as: '

The specific types of services provided by JTPA and ES
Eligibility requirements for JTPA programs
Assessment and job counseling practices

In addition, State UI officials in the majority of states indicated that there were no
systematic procedures whereby the State Ul agency provided local ES or JTPA programs with
computerized listings of long-term UI claimants oi' exhaustees for potential targeting of
reemployment services.
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2.

All State UI agencies are provided resources to operate an Bligibility Review Program

(ERP). The primary objective of this program is to prevent UI overpayments through a continuous
review of claimants’ ability to work, availability for work, and efforts to find work. The ERP is
designed to ensure an active work search by UI claimants and to identify claimants who are
possibly ineligible for benefit payments. States are given considerable flexibility in structuring their
ERP procedures and in determining how frequently claimants should be called in for an ERP
interview.

The ERP interviews could potentially be an effective mechanism for addressing the
reemployment problems of long-term Ul claimants. During the ERP interviews, the UI staff
members are in a position to address the employment barriers that have beén encountered by the
claimant during the life of their claim period. In addition, the second or third ERP interviews for
each claimant provide the UI staff with an opportunity to counsel long-term claimants in a
face-to-face interview. '

Our interviews with State and local UI officials revealed that the current ERP process needs
to be expanded if it is to be used a3 an effective mechanism for referring long-term UI claimants to
reemployment programs. There are several reasons why the ERP process may need to be
expanded. First, respondents noted that, owing to resource limitations, ERP interviews often had to
be done on a sample basis. Usually, the UI agency’s computer system was utilized to select
samples of UI claimants to be called for ERP interviews.

Second, respondents noted that, owing to heavy caseload sizes, ERP interviews typically
lasted between 10 and 20 minutes. This amount of time did not usually allow the ERP interviewer
to obtain extensive information about the reemployment problems being encountered by individual
claimants or to decide upon an appropriate referral to reemployment services.

Third, respondents noted that ERP interviewers typically have no training in assessment,

testing, job counseling, or placement. Nor are the ERP interviewers usually "cross-trained" in
ES/JTPA services, program rules or eligibility requirements.

A-5




Accordingly, the ERP interVieWers"are not in a position to develop effective reemployment plans for
claimants or to advise claimants about the types of services they might receive from JTPA
programs or from the Job Service. In addition, ERP interviewers are not typically ptovided with -
specific cxitexia'fof determining which claimants should _be referred to ES or JTPA.

Fourth, ERP mterv:ewers repomedly deﬁne their Jobs pnmanly as "policing the claim,” i.e.,
ensuring that the claxmant is makmg a valid jOb search effort. It was noted that most ERP
interviewers believe that, as long as the clannant is makmg a vahd attempt to look for work, it is
not the interviewer’s responsnblhty to advise them about such matters as the need for remedial
education or the importance of dressing properly when attending a job interview.

Fifth, some respondents reported that, in some looal areas, there is friction between the Ul
agency and the Job Servnce about the ERP mtemews Specxﬁcally, some Job Service staff believe
that they should be responsxble for conducung ERPs, since they are trained to evaluate
reemployment problems and are aware of the services that the Job Service can provide. It was
reported that, in some locations, the Job Service does not give any parucular pnonty to clients
referred by ERP interviewers.

Sixth, the ERP process was not being uniformly applied to enforce the UI work search
requirements effectively. In some States, such as Wisconsin, local UI agencies utilized systematic
procedures whereby claimants'were subject to ﬂstri'cter ‘eli’gibility criteria the longer they remained on
Ul (spe'ciﬁcially the claitnant‘s “reservation wage” and their geographio search area were steadily
adjusted based on the number of weeks they had been on UI 'LMI data on wage rates for specific
occupations were used for this purpose). In contrast, many of the States did not systematically
apply mcneasmgly strict requirements with regard to the wages that clalmants had to accept based
on their length of time on UL In addition, State Ul officials in several of the States stated that
they did not have a clear idea of how the local Ul offices were enforcing work search requirements
via the ERP pfocess. - N |

Finally, in some States, respondents. noted that ERP interviewers tend to "give up" on
claimants who have been on UI for 20 weeks or longer, believing that, since they only




have a few weeks left on UI, there is little rationale for focusing upon their reemployment

problems.
3. PRIORITIES AND RESQURCES OF THE JOB SERVICE

In each of the States visited, State and local officials identified a number of factors which
limited the scope of Job Service efforts to provide reemployment services to long-term UI claimants
who experienced difficulty finding a job. These factors were as follows:

Federal and State mandates regarding priority target groups
Job Service resource limitations
Lack of effective procedures for referring claimants to JTPA programs

These factors are described in the sections that follow.

0))

In each of the States visited during the study, State and local Job Service officials
indicated that long-term UI claimants are not given priority services as a specific target
grbup. The primary orientation of State and local Job Service offices is to give priority to
groups identified in various Federal or State mandates, including: |

Veterans

Economically disadvantaged
Handicapped

Older workers

Youth

In none of the States were long-term UI claimants identified as a specific priority target
group for the Job Service in State ES plans or in the Governor’s Coordination and Special
Services Plans (GCSSPs). In some States, .dislocated workers were identified as a priority
target group, but the focus in these States was on early intervention during the first few
weeks of the claim, not on claimants who had reached the latter stages of their benefit

period.
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It was also found that, in general, the State and local Job Service offices had no
specific procedures for maintaining contact with Ul claimants after they had exhausted Ul
benefits. One of the exceptions to this pattem was a program. operated by the Job Service
in Jefferson County (Birmingham), Alabama, in which the main local ES office received a
quarterly printout of new Ul exhaustees in the county. Each exhaustee was contacted. by
mail or telephone and was advised of the ES office’s services with regard to job search
workshops and OJT opportunities. About SO contacts were being attempted each week
under this program, according to local respondents. '

2 J ervice Resource I

Most Job Service officials who were interviewed during the study believed that they
had insufficient resources to provide more than cursory services to long-term UI claimants
who were experiencing reemployment problems. Many of the States had experienced
significant cutbacks in recent years in their Wagner-Peyser allocations, resulting in the
elimination of local office positions, especially counselor positions. Officials noted that
resource limitations were a significant obstacle to providing effective services to long-term
UI claimants, because many of these claimants were in need of specialized services, such as
testing, counseling and job search skills training to overcome their reemployment barriers.
Most ES officials believed that, after providing services to the federally mandated priority
groups, they did not have sufficient resources to provide in-depth services to long-term Ul
claimants. |

3) Lack Of Effective Procedures For Referring Claimants To JTPA Programs

Many of the local JTPA officials who were interviewed during the study believed
that local ES offices were not doing an effective job of referring Ul claimants to JTPA
agencies to participate in Title III dislocated worker programs. According to these officials,
the following factors were responsible for the lack of effective referral procedures:
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Job Service staff typically had received little or no training in the types of
programs that JTPA provided or in the types of ES applicants who might be
suited to participate in such programs. In addition, many Job Service staff
were reportedly not adequately trained in JTPA program eligibility criteria.

Local Job Service offices often lacked the staff resources to screen or test
their clients to identify claimants who might be interested in enrolling in
JTPA training programs or who might benefit from such services as
employability development or remedial education.

Many local Job Service offices were reportedly concemed about getting
credit for placing their clients. According to some JTPA officials, the local
Job Service offices were reluctant to refer their clients to JTPA because they
would not have the opportunity to get placement credit for the client.

In the majority of SDAs, the local PIC was reported to be only marginally
effective in improving the cross-referral of ES and JTPA clients, despite the
joint ES-SDA planning procedures required under JTPA. In several local
sites, it was reported that the PIC tended to regard the Job Service as a
State bureaucracy over which the PIC could exert little influence.

Under the Trade Act of 1974, as amended, workers whose employment is adversely affected
by increased imports may apply for services and benefits under the Trade Adjustment Assistance .
(TAA) program. Under the TAA program, workers may be eligible for training, job search and
relocation allowances, and other reemployment services. Eligible workers may also feceive weekly
trade readjustment allowances (TRA) following the exhaustion of UI benefits. |

To qualify for the program, a group of at least three workers, their union or an authorized
representative must file a petition with the U.S. Department of Labor, which determines whether
increased imports contributed significantly to the dislocation of the workers who submitted the
petition.

If a petition is approved by DOL, individual workers must apply at the local SESA office
to determine their eligibility. Workers who are eligible may receive 26 weeks of TRA bencfits
after exhausting UI, and an additional 26 weeks of benefits if they are enrolled in approved training

and require the additional weeks to complete the training.




In most of the 10 local sites which we visited for the study, there had been a considerable
number of TAA centifications during the -early and mid-1980s, but the volume of TAA activity had
generally subsided by the time of our site visits. However, -respondents in each site were asked to
assess the stxengﬂ\s and weakhesses of the TAA program with regard to its impact upon long-term
Ul claimants with reemployment problems.

According to the respondents, there were four major limitations to the TAA program with
respect to reemployment services for long-term claimants:

Limitations in the progmm’s coverage of Ul claimants
Time lags in the approval and allocation of funds

Inadequate screening and testing of claimants for participation in TAA
approved training

Barriers to the coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title III programs
Each of these factors is described brieﬂy below.
(1)  Limitations In The I s Cov f UI Claima

Respondents in several sites noted that large numbers of Ul élaimants in their
communities had not been eligible for TAA benefits and services because their einployers
did not meet DOL’s requirements for certification. Among the types of claimants not
typically covered by the program, according to the respondents, were the following:

Workers who had lost thexr jobs as a result of the npple effect" of major
dislocations

Workers who had been employed in industries where layoffs were the result
of such factors as technological change, decline in world commodity prices
(e.g., prices for oil or other minerals) or decline in local or regional demand
for products :

Workers who were unfamiliar with the TAA program, especially workers in -
nonunionized trades
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Respondents noted that the TAA program does not facilitate an "early intervention"
approach to providing reemployment services to dislocated workers. It was noted that there
are time lags at several major points in the TAA fund allocation process:

- Employers, unions, and workers often do not file the TAA petition until
several weeks after a mass layoff or plant closing occurs.

There is typically a 2-month time period required for the U.S. Depaxtment of
Labor to investigate the petition.

After funds have been approved by DOL, there have reportedly been
significant delays in the actual appropriation of funds to support State and

local programs.

With regard to the latter point, respondents in several States noted that, after a TAA
petition has been approved, it is common for local SESA agencies to put the eli\gible
workers on waiting lists while they wait for funds to be appropriated and allocated at the
local level. JTPA officials in some of these States maintained that the local SESA offices
should be referring persons on the waiting lists to JTPA for immediate enrollment in
training. These JTPA officials claimed, however, that the local SESA officials were often

- unwilling to do this because of "turf" considerations. It was also noted that the

- uncertainties in the timing of TAA allocations made it difficult for TAA program planners
to coordinate their activities with the schedules of community colleges, vocational training
institutes and other service providers.

- Q)

Under the TAA program, eligible workers may enroll in:

On-the-job (OJT) training
Vocational or technical training
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In contrast to JTPA Title IIl programs, clients who are approved for training under
the TAA program have considerable flexibility in selecting the training institution in which
they will enroll. While Title III clients are assigned to one of a defined list of training
providers, TAA clients can choose to enroll in any institution which offers the training
program approved by the local SESA. Under the TAA program, local Job Service officials
are typically responsible for counseling TAA-eligible workers about the employment outlook
for workers with different job skills and about the types of training best suited to the
client’s interests and aptitudes.

In some of the sites we visited, local JTPA officials believed that many of the
workers who are approved for TAA training are not ideally suited to participate in the
training programs provided. These respondents noted that' many TAA-eligible workers have
educational deficits which preclude them from effective participation in classroom training.
The respondents noted that TAA funds were typically not used to provide remedial
education, -even though DOL regulations allow funds to be used for remedial education if it
is an integral part of a vocational training course.

Some JTPA officials believed that in order to expend TAA funds, the Job Service
was under some amount of pressure to enroll as many TAA-eligible workers in training as.
possible, without adequate screening of their suitability for training. In addition, it was
their view that the Job Service in some localities was not effectively screening out workers
who were interested primarily in the extended TRA benefits rather than in the training

program itself.
) Barriers T ination Of The TAA And JTPA Tide III P

Some of the States in our sample were considering initiatives to irhprove the
coordination of the TAA and JTPA Title III programs so that services to dislocated workers
might be more effectively integrated. However, a number of barriers to improved

coordination were identified by respondents:

"Turf" issues: it was noted that the TAA program covers a number of
SESA administrative costs and that the local SESAs are reluctant to give up
any part of their TAA allocation for this reason.
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Because of the time lags identified previously, the two programs are difficult
to coordinate with respect to the timing of intervention activities.

The differences in program rules and the restrictions on the mingling of
program funds for specific trainees reportedly made it difficult for program
officials to coordinate the two programs at the State or local level.

A number of the States which we visited for the study had implemented programs or pilot

projects designed to improve existing SESA procedures and mechanisms for referring Ul claimants
to reemployment services. In this section, we highlight three of these State initiatives:

Wisconsin's "ES Services to UC Claimants" program
Washington’s Claimant Placement Project (CPP)

New York’s Program of Additional Ul Benefits for Early Enrollment in
Training

(1) imto M : r ‘ "’

In July 1987, Wisconsin instituted a program entitled "ES Services to UC
Claimants." ‘The goal of this program was to reduce Ul trust fund oudays by referring UI
claimants to special workshops designed to assist their reemployment efforts.

The program originated froin an earlier project entitled the ERP Pilot Project, which
was conducted in 1983-84. The goal of the earlier pilot project was to determine the
impact upon UI benefit expenditures of providing an employment assistance service to
randomly selected, indefinitely separated UI claimants as a supplement to ES file search.
The additional employment service was designed by the Job Service and consisted of a
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1-day 6-hour JOb search worlshop Uniform content and presentauon procedures for the
pammpanng ES districts were des1gned at the outset.

To evaluate thé project, UI claimants were assigned to treatment and control groups
either at the begmmng of their claim or at the time of their first ERP interview. The
groups were limited to claimants who were indefinitely separated from their prior jobs. For
the test group, participation in the workshops was mandatory. The evaluation concluded
that test group ¢laimants were paid 0.62 fewer weeks of UI beneﬁts than claimants in the

control group.

" The current "ES Services to UC Claiinants" projeét built upon the earlier project. A

Task Force was set up to identify ways of gemng potential long-term clannants to-leave UI
~earlier. Workshops were identified as the top priority. The State Legislatre authorized the

use of the State’s Interest and Penalty funds to support the project. A total of $2 million
was approved to cover PY 1988 and PY 1989.

~Under the new program, referrals are made at the time of the claimant’s first ERP

_interview, usually 6 to 9 weeks into the claim. According to SESA officials, this time °

period was selected because many claimants are not receptive to services until the 8th or

_ 9th week of their claim period. However, the intervention is early enough in the claim

period to assist claimants before they become long-term unemployed.

Under the program, claimants are referred to the workshops on a mandatory basis
when they reach their first ERP interview. However, claimants are required to panicipate in
the workshops only once. If they are still unemployed at the time of their second ERP
interview, they are not reqmred to pamapate a second time.

The actual workshops are conducted by ES counselors. The workshops have two
components: :

A 6-hour workshop with.a primary focus on the claimants’ work search
activities and skills
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An optional set of additional services including counseling, testing, and
"mini-workshops" dealing with such subjects as resume preparation.

Since the UI agencies in the State do not have the resources to include all claimants
in the ERP process, priority is given to claimants who are required to register with the Job
Service for work search, especially those who are categorized as having no prospects of
recall to their former job. In addition, local Ul offices only have to refer enough claimants
to meet their authorized quotas under the 2-year project. Local Ul offices typically screen
~ the claimants to ensure that théy may potentially benefit from the workshops. These
include all persons who do not have pending job prospect,s:

A local workshop leader who was interviewed as part of this study indicated that
one of the problems with the workshops is that many of the participants resent having to
attend the sessions. These individuals, according to the respondent, are generally not
making a real commitment to job search because they do nb; believe that they will be able
to find jobs that pay enough. The respondent also noted that many of the long-term
claimants have literacy problems and low education.

The respondent noted that he had revised the original workshop curriculum to deal
with som;a of the attitudinal barriers he had encountered among workshop participants. For
example, he now includes in the workshop a set of LMI overhead displays designed to
convince the participants that they are unlikely to retum to high paying jobs. ’

Respondents indicated that, although the project had been successfully implemented,
there were some limitations to its scope and effectiveness:

There were few effective mechanisms for ensuring compliance by claimants
with the workshop requirements. If a claimant did not show up for the
workshop, the claimant’s benefits were simply suspended for 1 week.

There was reportedly very little demand among workshop participants for the
second component of the program (i.e., optional counseling and
mini-workshops.




Since the major goal of the program was to generate UI trust fund savings,
workshops were not targeted at claimants who had reached their second or
third ERP interviews.

The workshops were reportedly not effective for claimants who had
significant literacy problems.

2) Washington® aimant Placemen je

The Claimant Placement Project (CPP) was instituted in 1985 in an effort to
generate UI trust fund savings by authorizing the Employment - Security. Department o
provide rapid reemployment services to UI claimants. The following services are targeted at

new claimants:

Assistance in developing an individualized plan for seeking employment
Workshops teaching job search skills _
‘Assistance in contacting employers for unadvertised job openings.
Screening and referring to available job openings

Assistance with preparing resumes '

Use of telephones

The Claimant Placement Project had been established in areas of the State where the
local job market had the greatest potential for claimants to return to work quickly. The
CPP was being operated in 20 of the State’s 42 Job Service Centers.

Participation in CPP is mandatory for all Ul claimants in the 20 sites, except for:

Claimants whose qualifying wages were eamed in another State or from a
nonprofit organization on govemment agency that is reimbursable for Ul
benefits drawn by its former workers

Employees on standby status with their most recent employer

Union members whose union provides all referrals to job assignments

Other claimants whose active work search requirement has been waived
CPP staff provide intensified employment services to Ul claimants from the onset of

their claim until about the 12th week of the claim. A major goal of CPP is "fostering
realistic attitudes about methods of finding work in the available job market.”
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A total of 60 full-time Job Service Center staff were assigned to the CPP. The
target group members are served by designated staff members as soon as they contact the
center. The caseload is divided by the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT) codes, with
each counselor spécializing in certain DOT codes. The CPP differs from regular ES
functions in terms of the strategic targeting of claimants served and the timing and intensity
of services provided. The CPP was instituted partly in response to the cutbacks in
Washington’s Wagner-Peyser allocation in recent years.

An important aspect of the CPP is its recognition of the unique characteristics and
attitudes of many UI claimants:

"Many people do not know how to effectively seek work. Left to
their own devices, many claimants will try to find a job by mass
mailing of resumes or contacting only those employers with
advertised job openings, while devoting only part-time effort to the
job search. It is not until several weeks or months have gone by
that such an individual will seek assistance. By that time, the
claimant’s sense of helplessness has, in itself, become a barrier to
successfully finding a job.

Claimants in CPP..leam to see their job loss in the context of
economic trends affecting their community and their occupa-
tion....They leamn to identify which skills can be transferred to a new
employer or occupation.

In an evaluation of the first 18 months of CPP operation, the SESA concluded that
claimants who had received intensive services claimed 2.3 fewer weeks of UI benefits on
average than those who did not receive assistance. A total of 18,750 claimants were
targeted during the pilot phase of the project, which concluded in June 1987. The program
has been extended for an additional 2 years.

' Washington State, Claimant Placement Project, Special Employment Assistance
Report.
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€)) New Y s P f iti nefits For Enrollment In Trainin

Effective October 1987, New York State amended its Ul law to allow UI claimants
who have long-term employment problemé to receive up to 13 weeks of additional Ul
benefits if they are enrolled in or are planning to enroll in an approved training course.
The. purpose of this amendment was to give claimants an incentive to enroll in training
early in their claim period. ’ |

As originally proposed, the amendment specified that a claimant would receive the
full 13 weeks of additional benefits (beyond the 26 week maximum) if the claimant enrolled
in training by the 13th week of the claim period. The number of additional weeks of
benefits would decrease the longer the claimant stayed on UI without enrolling in approved
training. For example, if the claimant did ndt enroll in approved training until the 14th
week of the claim period, he/she would be entitled to only 12 additional weeks of benefits
beyond the 26 week maximum. The amendment was to apply only to claimants who
decided to enroll in training after October 1987.

~ State officials noted that, in its final form, the amendment differed from the _
originally proposed measure as a result of complaints from Ul claimants who were already
in training as of October 1987. The final version of the amendment allowed the additional
benefits to be claimed by all persons who were in approved training already, as well as
- persons who opted to go into training after October 1, 1987.

Under the amendment, claimants who are interested in applying for the training
must be referred by the UI agency to the Job Service for counseling and evaluation. The
claimant’s proposed training course must be approved by the Job Service before additional
benefits can be claimed. To be approved, the training course must involve training in
vocational skills or in basic educational skills. In addition, the Job Service must cénify
either that the training course will improve the claimant’s long-term employment situation
or that the claimant’s employment opportunities are substantially impaired because of (1) job
market conditions and reduced demand for the claimant’s skills, (2) technological change or
plant closing, or (3) limited opportunities for year-round employment because of the
seasonal nature of the claimant’s occupation. In addition, the training course must involve a
skill or occupation for which there are reasonable opportunities in the State of New York.
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State officials noted that the major goal of the amendment was to address the
problems typically encountered by many of the UI claimants who have difficulty finding a
job. These problems includéd: (1) their tendency to remain on UI until the end of their -
benefit period before looking for jobs or reemployment services, (2) the fact that when the
benefits are exhausted, they often have few resources to support them while in training. To
hotify claimants about the new program, flyers were placed in all Ul offices. The State
agency was conducting an evaluation of the program to determine its impact upon the level
of training enrollments among Ul claimants. |




II. IMPA F THE JTPA TITLE I (DISLOCATED W: ER) PROGRAM
UPON THE COORDINATION AND TARGETING OF REEMPLOYMENT ,

ERVICES TO LONG-TERM AIMANT

L. ODUCTION

Title III of JTPA allocates funds to States to provide reemployment services to dislocated
workers. Each State is authorized to establish procedures to serve groups of eligible individuals

who:

Have been terminated or laid off or who have received a notice of
termination or layoff from employment, are eligible for or have exhausted
their entitlement to Ul, and are unlikely to return to their previous industry
or occupation

Have been terminated, or who have received a notice of termination of
employment, as a result of any permanent closure of a plant or facility

Are long-term unemployed and have limited opportunities for employment or
reemployment in the same or a similar occupation in the area in which such

individuals reside, including any older individuals who have substantial
barriers to employment by reason of age

Under Title III, the States are authorized to provide specific services to any individuals who

meet the above criteria. These services may include:

Job search assistance, including job clubs
Job development
Training in job skills for which demand exceeds supply

Supportive services, including commuting assistance and financial and
personal counseling

Prelayoff assistance
Relocation assistance

Programs to provide early intervention in the event of closure of plants or
facilities
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Under Title III, States receive 75 percent of the total authorized funds under a formula
reflecting the unemployment situation in each State. The remaining 25 percent may be reserved by
the Secretary of Labor to make discretionary grants to specific States and local areas to deal with
mass layoffs and other special circumstances. |

States are required to provide matching funds for the Title III funds allocated to them by
formula. Under the matching requirement, State Ul funds paid to individuals in approved training
may be credited for up to S0 percent of the matching requirement.

Since most Ul claimants meet the eligibility criteria for services under JTPA Title III, the
Title III program is potentially a key mechanism for the provision of reemployment services to
long-term UI claimants, especially since these claimants are not typically eligiblé for services under
Title IT of JTPA. (JTPA, Title II prescribes job training services for the economically
disadvantaged.) Under Title III, however, the States have considerable flexibility in determining:

How to structure their overall Title III programs
How to allocate Title Il funds to substate areas
Which specific groups of eligible dislocated workers should be targeted

Which local agencies, should participate in Title III activities and how thelr
services should be coordmated

What mix of reemployment services should be provided

During our site visits, we conducted extensive interviews with State and local officials
responsible for administering and operating Title III programs under JTPA. These officials were
asked a series of questions about the impact of Title III programs on services to long-term Ul

claimants who experience reemployment problems.




The key findings of our interviews are as follows:

Although there have been many examples of effective coordination of
services to dislocated workers under Title IIl programs, the administration of
Title 11 programs by the States has done little to improve the ongoing
coordination of local services to long-term UI claimants who have
reemployment problems. In most of the local sites we visited, there was a
lack of coordination among JTPA, ES, and UI programs in providing
services to these types of long-term UI claimants on a regular basis.

Although Title Il programs have been effective in providing reemployment
services to specific subgroups of dislocated workers, long-term Ul claimants
have tended to receive relatively few services, owing to the way in which
Title I1I programs have been organized at the State and local level. In
addition, there have been delays in a number of States in the substate
allocation of Title III funds, resulting in inadequate services to all Ul
claimants who experience reemployment problems. '

These major findings are presented in detail in Sections 2 and 3 of this chapter. In
Sectioh 4, we present descriptions of specific approaches that some of the States have adopted, or
are plannirig to adopt, in an effort to implement more effective mechanisms to ensure that local
reemployment programs for Ul claimants are better coordinated on an ongoing basis.

Under JTPA Section 308, States are required to submit plans for the use of Title III funds.
These plans "shall include appropriate 'provisions for the coordination of progranis...in accordance
with the provisions of (Title II of JTPA)." In our interviews, we examined the issue of how State
programs for administering Title III had influenced the extent and type of coordination of services

to long-term UI claimants who experience reemployment problems.

Our key finding was that, although there is considerable diversity in the structure of State
Tide III programs, none of the major "models” of Title Il program organization had had a major
permanent impact upon the coordination of local services to long-term Ul claimants with
reemployment problems. Our interviews revealed that there were three major "models” that States
had followed in structuring their Title IIl programs:
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Some States had opted to exert a high degree of control at the State level
over the allocation and use of Title III funds.

Some States had chosen to allocate funds by formula to local areas, leaving
the local agencies considerable flexibility in how to utilize the funds

Some States had followed a "hybrid" approach combining both of the above
models.

States which had followed the first of these approaches--centralized control over the use of
Title I funds--typically justified their approach as being the most cost-effective use of limited
funds. These States tended to target their Title IIl funds to plant-specific or industry-specific types
of projects, rather than spreading the resources across all geographic areas of the State. Most of
the. States using this model relied upon a Request for Proposal (RFP) system to allocate funds to
specific projects, although, in some cases, funds were allocated to local agencies without a
competitive bidding process. '

Several of the States that have adopted the centralized model have sought to encourage
local coordination by allocating funds to local consortia or "Community Task Forces" to run the
Title III projects. These consortia consist variously of the local PIC, SDA administrative entity, the
local SESA agencies, community-based organizations (CBOS), trade unions, and local education
a'gencies_. In some States, grants have been awarded for Dislocated Worker Centers which attempt
to combine JTPA reemployment services with other social services available in the local
community, '

Although there have been several examples of effective coordination under this approach,
the types of coordination that have developed among local agencies have tended to be
temporary in nature because the various consortia or task forces have been established only on a
project-specific basis. After the projects have run their course, there is typically little residual
impact upon the ongoing problems of interagency coordination among JTPA and ES/UI agencies,
particularly with regard to services for long-téml Ul claimants who experience reemployment
problems.

In States which have followed the second model--formula allocation of Title III funds to
local SDAs--the Title III program has also had little long-term impact upon the coordination of
local services to long-term claimants who encounter reemployment problems. The States that use
this approach typically point out that the system of formula allocation to SDAs precludes many of
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the delays inherent in the RFP approach and allows the local agencies to serve a broader group of
dislocated workers than is possible under a plant-specific approach. However, in the States which
have adopted this approach, or which have incorporated some elements of the approach in their
overall Title TII allocation system, the funds tend to be allocated to a single agency within each
SDA, usually the PIC or SDA administrative entity itself. In this situation, the local recipient of
Title III funds has little incentive to share the funds with other local organizations, unless there is
already an effective system for ensuring interagency coordination at the local level. In the absence
of preexisting mechanisms for ensuring local coordination, the local Title IIT grantee typically
develops its own system for outreach, recruitment, testing, job search assistance, training, and
placement, with little or no input from other agencies such as the Job Service or the UI agency.

Since, in the majority of the sites we visited, the Title III program had not had a major
permanent impact upon the level of coordination among local programs, there continued to be
significant problems of interagency coordination between JTPA and ES/UI agencies in providing
services to long-term UI claimants on a regular basis. These problems included the following:

Lack of effective procedures for ensuring that Ul claimants were informed
of JTPA services and were referred to such services if they wished to apply

Lack of effective information exchange (e.g., exchange of computerized
listings) between ES/UI programs and JTPA agencies about long-term
claimants who might be potential candidates for recruitment into JTPA

programs

Lack of sharing of information between JTPA and ES programs about
employer contacts and job openings. Several officials noted that ES and
JTPA programs do not share such information because of a concem for
which agency will receive credit for placements

Lack of coordination among JTPA and ES programs in. outreach acnvmes
targeted at long-term UI claimants or exhaustees .

The development of separate placement systems by JTPA and ES agencies,

reflecting a concem by some SDA service providers that the Job Service
gives insufficient priority to placing their clients
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In the sections that follow, we provide a brief overview of the structure of the Title III
programs in each of the sample States. The impact of program structure upon local ES-UI-JTPA
coordination is described.

)

Under this State’s program, formula Title III funds are allocated exclusively on a

Request for Proposal (RFP) basis to specific local areas in which worker dislocation
problems are regarded as being the most severe. State officials consider this approach to be
the most cost-effective way of utilizing the limited funds available, since the resources can
be targeted to areas where the problems are greatest. Under this approach, some local areas
had received considerable Title ITI funding, while other areas of the State had received little
or no funding.

State officials have encouraged the development of "Community Task Forces" at the
local level to prepare Title Il proposals and to participate in the projects. These Task
Forces méy consist of mepmseritatives of PICs, SDAs, the Job Service, UI agencies, unions,
employers, and communify-based organizations (CBOs). The State has encouraged an "early
intervention” approach by the Community Task Forces.

The State’s approach has generally been effective in promoting a coordinated
approach among local agencies in short-term, project-specific situations. However, the
approach has apparently had little effect in improving the coordination of local programs on
an ongoing basis in providing reemployment services to long-term UI claimants with
reemployment problems. Local JTPA officials in the sample site, for example, indicated
that the local Job Service did not routinely provide them with listings of Ul claimants who
might potentially be recruited for Title IIl programs. Outreach to long-term UI claimants
and exhaustees was conducted on a limited basis by JTPA service providers with no input
from the local ES/UI office.
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State 2

Title I funds in this State are administered by the State JTPA agency, which is .
separate from the State Employment Security Agency. Title III funds are allocated to
specific projects by the State JTPA agency, based on its assessment of the State’s dislocated
worker situation. State officials believe that this approach provides the State with flexibility
to move the funds to areas where they are most needed and to react to crisis situations. It

should be noted that the State has only three SDAs and that the State JTPA agency itself
 serves as the administrative entity for one of these SDAs (the "Balance of State").

, * Coordination atnong local programs in the State is influenced primarily by
 State-level contracts between the State JTPA agency and SESA, under which local ES.

~ offices are nesponsxble for such activities as screemng, eligibility determmanon cemﬁcauon
| and for operatmg "job shops" to help unemployed persons to improve their job-finding
skills. Local ES offices are also under Statewide contract to provide some OJT and
placement for JTPA participants.

The State’s approach to allocating Title HI funds has not had a major impact upon
the preexlstmg level of coordination of services to long-term UI claimants. "Reemployment
Assistance Centers” have been established in some locanons to pmvxde services to
dislocated workers, but largely on a temporary, plant-specnﬁc or mdustry-spemﬁc basns

State 3

| This State has traditionally allocated most of its formula Title 111 funds through
RFPs, although recently, as a result of delays in the procm'ement process, the State has
begun to reserve a smalf percentage of its 'l’itle III funds to respond to emergency
situations. Although the State JTPA agency theoretically controls the allocation of Title I
funds through the RFP pmcess, most of the bids are submitted by the SDA administrative
entities. In addition, the State has, in effect, modlﬁed the competitive bxddmg process for
the two SDAs that contain the State’s largest workforce concentrations. In these two SDAs,
the local JTPA agencies have established ongoing Dislocated Worker Centers with their

Title 11T allocations. Each ‘year, the two SDAs submit proposals under the RFP system to
continue the operation of their centers. These centers have been consistently. refunded each
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year. Except in these two SDAs, the RFP process tends to result primarily in plant-specific
Title III projects. ‘

In general, the Title III allocation system has not résolved problems of poor
coordination of services to UI claimants on a long-term basis. Since most of the funding is
allocated to SDA administrative entities, local coordination with ES, Ul, and other programs
is not promoted by the allocation system. In addition, since in most areas of the State,
Title III ‘activ'ities are plant-speciﬂc. coordination among multiple agencies tends to be of
temporary duration. Interviews with officlals in the éample local area for this State revealed
that ES-JTPA coordination was generally poor, with little cross-referral of clients or
information exchange about UI claimants. A local SDA official indicated that the SDA had
recently begun to experience difficulties in identifying and recruiting dislocated workers for

its Title Il program. This official believed that the ES/UI agency could be playing a larger
" role in referring dislocated workers to the JTPA program.,

State 4

Fonnula Title 111 allocations in this State are made on an RFP basis by a Task_
Force established by the State Job Training Coordinating Council (SJTCC). Title III
~ resources are divided into three separate funds:

A fund in which resources are allocated to the counties with the largest
number of unemployed persons. RFPs are issued to these predesignated
counties requesting bids from local organizations or consortia to provide
"countywide" services to dislocated workers. The emphasis of the county
fund is to make resources available on a continuous basis to the counties
and to allow services to be provide to a broad spectrum of dislocated
workers, independently of plant-specific situations.

-A Special Response fund to deal with emergencies involving plant closings
and mass layoffs.

A small fund to serve dislocated farm families.

According to State officials, the primary recipients of the county funds and Special
Response funds are consortia in which one of the agencies takes the lead role. The
consortia usually consist of the local Job Service, local vocational schools, CBOs and
unions. The SDA administrative entities have reportedly not been very active in bidding for
funds, although State policy requires all Title III eligibles to be certified by the PICs.
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This State’s approach to allocating Title III funds has certain advantages compared
to systems of distributing funds primarily to plant-specific or industry-specific projects. In
particular, the State’s "county fund”" approach ensures that the designated counties receive
Title III funds on a continuous basis, while at the same ‘time targeting resources to the areas
with the most significant problems. In these designated counties, the consortia have the
opportunity to develop into more permanent structures for ensuring coordination of local
services. On the other hand, although the State has been successful in encouraging
consortia of local organizations to develop, these entitieé have not necessarily been the most
cffecﬁvé mechanism for ensuring long-term coordination between JTPA, ES, and UI is
servicing long-térm claimants, particularly since the SDAs and PICs have not been
prominent in the consortia that have received funds.

Suate 5

This State has opted for centralized control over the use of Title III funds because
State officials believe that a formula allocation to SDAs would not ensure sufficient
coordination of services at the local level. The State umbrella agency, which combines ES,
Ul and JTPA functions, has divided its Title III resources into three -cat;gories, each with a
different allocation system: ' "

Special Employment And Training Services (SETS)--Under this category,
Tide III funds are allocated to about half of the State’s Job Service Centers,
which combine ES and UI functions. The SETS funds are targeted at
dislocated workers who are not associated with major plant-specific
dislocations. - :

ate Labor Council Project--This project is designed to facilitate the
cooperation of unions in the formation of Title III projects.

Special Projects—-These projects are largely plant-specific or industry-specific

and are supported by both Federal Title III discretionary funds and a portion
of State formula funds.
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None of the State’s Title Il funds are allocated directly to SDA administrative
entities. The allocation of funds under the SETS category is determinéd on a discretionary
basis by the State agency’s Field Operations Unit and Regional Managers, who decide which
Job Service Centers should receive funds and how much. The Job Service Centers are
designed to promote a "one-stop" approach, since the centers are designed to provide UI
claimants with immediate reemployment assistance or referrals when they sign up for
benefits. Under the SETS projects, most clients are referred to JTPA services by ES staff. E

State 6

Title III funds in this State are distributed by the Govemor’s Office of Community
and Industrial Development. This agency is separate from the Department of Empldyment
Security, which administers the Job Service, Ul, and JTPA programs. Title III funds are
allocated largely on an ad hoc basis to specific agency programs, rather than to geographic
areas by formula. For the most part, formula Title I ﬁmds have been allocated to the
following three agencies:

The State JTPA agency, which operates OJT pmgrams for Tnle Illona
Statewide basis.

The Bureau of Vocational, Technical, and Adult Education, which provides
classroom training for the Title III program.

A local PIC ' |

Since most Title III activity is administered at the State level, the Title 111 program has had

little permanent impact upon the extent of coordination of local services to long-term UI
claimants with reemployment problems.
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(2)  States Whicl cate Thei DA
State 7

* Under this State’s approach; formula Title III funds are allocated among all SDAs
administrative entities, using a State formula partially based on the Federal formula for
allocating Tide TIT funds to States. The State relies upon the Secretary’s discretionary funds
to respond to mass layoffs or major plant closings. SDAs are given considerable discretion
in deciding (1) which dislocated workers to target and (2) how to provide services, although
the State JTPA agency (whxch is separate from the SESA) does encourage the SDAs to
- serve the most-m-need :

» The State s approach has apparently done little to encourage coordmanon among
SDA admxmstratxve entities and local ES-UI agenmes in servicing long-texm UI claxmants
who encounter reemployment problems. Although State officials have encouraged local
coordination, many SDAs are reportedly reluctant to share thexr resources with the local Job
Service or to enter into financial or nonfinancial agreements with regard to'outreach,
cross-yeferral- or placement of UI clannants who experience reemployment problems.

State 8

This State uses the national 301(b) formula to suballocate Title III formula funds
among the State’s SDAs. The State has received a large amount of dlscnznonary fundmg to
respond to mass layoffs in speclﬁc geograplnc areas.

The coordination of local services to dislocated workers in the State is facilitated by
the fact that ES, Ul, and JTPA activities are cdordinated in the Employment Security
Division’s local offices, although the Department’s Division of Job Training does use
subgrantees (besides the ‘ES) to provide services to eligible individuals. The "one-stop”
service concept, however, applies to all JTPA programs, not Title III specifically.
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~ This State has created a State Title III fund which equals the Federal formula
allocation and which represents the State's matching funds. The Fedéral formula funds are
allocated to SDAS on a formula basis, with the PICs receiving the actual funds. The State
Tide III funds are reserved for use on special projects.

State ofﬁcials regard the PIC formula allocations as the State s "rapid response
mechanism, since the funds are always available at the SDA-level to respond to crisis
situations. The State fund, on the other hand, allows the State agency to target resources to
 large-scale dislocations in specific local areas. The decision to allocate funds to PICs ona
formula basis has the potential to improve the long-term coordination of services at the
local level, since the PICs technically have the responsibility for joint planning and
coordination ‘with respect to JTPA and the Job Service, |

. Interviews at the local site in this State revealed a number of problems in ES-JTPA
coordination. Some JTPA officials claimed that the Job Service was unwilling to refer its-
. clients or to shale job order information because of a concern for getting credit for
placements.

State 10

Under an interagency agreement, this State allocates 50 percent of its Title IIf funds
to the State Department of Education for a tuition assistance program and to provide
customized training. A total of 40 percent of Title III funds are allocated by the State’s
Department of Labor to SDAs on a formula basis (based on unemployment). However, the
funds are not allocated automatically to the SDA administrative entities. Rather, a dollar
allocation is established for each SDA and then an RFP is issued requesting bids from
organizations within each of the SDAs. Actual service pmw)idels in each SDA are selected
by the State as a result of a competitive bid process. The remaining 10 percent of formula
Tide III funds are set aside by the State in a discretionary fund to deal with emergenciés.
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Title I grant recipients in each SDA may include the SDA administrative entity,
the PIC, CBOs, unions, or other organizations. State law prohibits the Job Service from
being a direct grant recipient, but the Job Service can act as a subcontractor to the grantee.

‘State ofﬁciéls noted that one of the drawbacks with Title III allocation procedures in

the State is that the funds are thinly distributed across all SDAs. For SDASs that receive

i relatively small grants, State officials are reluctant to give grants to consortia of local
agencies because they believe that the available funds are already spread to0 thin. In
addition, in an effort to target resources more preclsely, State officials prefer to grant funds
to bidders who are proposmg plant-specific pro;ects within each SDA. This plant-specific
vemphasxs may result in improved coordination among local agencies for the life of the

b project, but tends not to result in enhanced coordination on an ongoing basis. |

Title 11T of JTPA provides a relatively broad definition of "dislocated workers” in specifying
which groups are eligible for services. Our interviews revealed that none of the sample States had
made any official decision to narrow the scope of the Federal definition of dislocated workers or to
target resources to specific subgroups of the dislocated worker population.. However, our interviews

- showed that, owing to the way in which State Title III programs were organized, m_gs_a_gm

Our specific findings in this respect were as follows:

In many of the States, Title III funding factors have resulted in"services
being delivered primarily to the more "motivated” and easier-to-serve
segments of the dislocated worker population, rather than to long-term Ul
claimants who are relatively hard-to-serve.

In States which have targeted their Title TII resources primarily to
plant-specific or industry-specific projects, workers who have lost their jobs
in secondary industries as a result of a "ripple effect” have tended to receive
few services. '
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In many of the States which have used an RFP approach to distributing Title
III funds, there have been significant delays in the allocation of funds from
the State agency to specific local areas or projects. - These delays have made
it difficult for local SDAs and program operators to keep track of dislocated
workers who become long-term Ul claimants or exhaustees.

These findings are presented in detail in the sections below.

In most of the States we visited, respondents noted that Title III resbur_ces are
generally insufficient to target services aggressively to all members of the eligible dislocated
worker population. Whether funds are allocated by RFP to plant-specific projects or are
allocated by formula to SDAs, the available funding allows for only a limited number of
enrollments each Program Year.

In States which have emphasized plant-specific projects and early intervention, local
granteés have typically been successful (once they have received their funding) in
conducting effective outreach to fill their available quotas for Title III programs. Since
Title III projects are funded on a year-to-year basis, program operators are under pressure to
fill their program slots early in the Program Year so that services can be completed in a
timely manner. The funding cycle and the situation of limited resources combine to
_produce a situation in which relatively little effort is expended on outreach to dislocated
workers who do not express an immediate interest in reemployment services. Instead,

Title I slots tend to be filled up by the more motivated workers who are clearly interested
in receiving services and who have the least educational deficits or literacy problems. SDA
officials and Title III program operators in a number of sites indicated that, after the
program slots are filled, they typically have no resources to conduct aggressive outreach to
dislocated workers who are indifferent or resistant to reemployment services.
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In States whxch allocate their Title m funds by formula to SDAs and PICs, a
sxmxlar situation has occurred. Although these States tend not to emphasize plant-specific
projects and usually serve a broader range of dislocated workers, local SDAs and program.
operators are under the same pressure to fill up limited program slots early in the Progrém
Year. Accordingly, there is a similar tendency in these States for Title III participants to be
the easier-to-serve, "self-selected” gmups among the overall dislocated worker population.

Im f Performan

The tendency to focus limited Title III resources.on the more motivated and better

- educated segments of the dislocated worker populanon is mnforced by the desire of SDAs

and Title III program operators to meet specific: levels of performance with negard to the
number of placements and cost-per-placement. Although several States have encoumgcd

_  their local programs to allocate resources to hard-to-setve populations, Title I service

’ -pmvxders have little actual incentive to focus their efforts on dlslocated workers who may
require costly and txme-consummg rmnedlal education before they can participate in training
or who might be difficult to place because of literacy problems or a lack of job search

skills,

Impact Of Matchin

Many of the States in the sample had opted to use UI funds paid to claimants in
approved training as part of the Title I State matching requirement. These matching
requirements are typically passed along to local service providers who are expected to
maximize the amount of Ul :beneﬁts that can be claimed as part of the State’s: match.
According to several respondents, this situation encourages SDAs and local service providers
to focus their outreach efforts on dislocated workers who are still in the early stages of the
UI benefit period and to give low priority to long-term Ul claimants who encounter
reemployment problems. ‘

‘Lack Of Benefits To Su ng-Term Claimants And Exhaustees In Ti
Programs :

Many of the respondents noted that one of the major barriers to enrolling long-term '
UI claimants and exhaustees into Title III programs is that these persons have little or no
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UI benefits remaining to support them while they are in the program. Since many
exhaustees have mortgages and other long-term debts, they typically cannot afford to
participate in Title III services except for OJT programs. This situation has two "
consequences:

Long-term Ul claimants and exhaustees who experienée reemployment
problems are difficult to recruit into programs unless they are eligible for
Trade Readjustment Assistance (TRA) or State Extended Benefit (EB)

- programs.

Local Title III grantees and subcontractors are reluctant to conduct
aggressive outreach to long-term claimants and exhaustees.

In States which have generally allocated their Title III resources to plant-specific or

industry-specific projects, Title III services have typically been provided primarily to

workers who are directly involved in plant closings or mass layoffs in particular industries.

In these States, relatively few resources have been made available for workers who have

lost their jobs in other industries as a result of the "ripple effect" of the primary
dislocations. Included in the "ripple effect” are two types of worker:

Those who were employed by firms that were major suppliers of products or
services to the plants or facilities in which the primary dislocation occurred.

Those who were engaged in providing various types of services to the
workers who were laid off as a result of the primary dislocation (e.g.,
persons engaged in the retail trade or service industries).

- According to State and local officials, workers who lose their jobs as a result of a
"ripple effect” account for a substantial segment of the overall population of long-term UI
claimants or exhaustees, particulérly in geographic areas where one or two industries are
dominant and where there are few altemnative job openings. In States which have
emphasized a project-specific appmach, therefore, many long-term UI claimants with
‘reemployment problems have not been targeted for Title III programs.
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In States which have distributed some or ll of their Title Il funds by a formula
allocation to substate areas, persons who have lost their jobs.as a result of the "ripple
effect” of major dislocations are more likely to receive Title III reemployment services,
aécording to respondents. It was our finding that, in these States, the local programs were
servicing broad categories of workers, including many UI claimants who were not associated
- with specific plant closings or mass layoffs. Even in these States, however, the provision
“of effective reemployment services to long-term UI claimants was limited by the fact that
the local programs were typically relying heavily upon self-selected "walk-in" traffic rather
than upon aggressive outreach to hard-to-serve long-term claimants. In addition, the |

programs were typically not coordmatmg with the local ES/UI agencxes to identify
dislocated workers among the long-term claimant population.

"(3) Im f Del The Allocation Of Title ITI Funds T ’ r

‘Our interviews revealed that most of the States which allocated Title III funds
through an RFP process had experienced significant delays in awarding grants to sﬁéciﬁc
-projects or local areas. These delays were generally attributable to the States’ procurement
processes, which often involved significant time lags between State authorization of the use
of funds and the issuance of RFPs, and between the receipt of proposals and the awarding
of grants to local areas. In some States, delays of 6 months or more were often
- encountered before funds could be allocated to a plant closing or mass layoff situation. The
time lags, however, varied considerably among the States. '

These delays had important consequences for the targeting of Title III resourdes to

’subgroups of the dislocated worker population. Since funds were often not available until

several months after a plant closmg or mass layoff, local administrators found it difficult to
| plan their Title III projects in a systematic way. In pamcular, local officials and program
operators were reluctant to initiate any organized type of outreach activity to the dislocated
worker population until they had received reasonable assurances that the program funding
would be approved. This not only precluded an "early mtervenuon" approach, but also
made it difficult for local officials to initiate and maintain contact with dislocated workers
and to track their status while funding decisions were bemg made at the State level.
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When funding was finally approved, it was common for the local Title III program
organizers to be in the position of having to identify workers who had been dislocated as
much as 6 months earlier. In some respects, the delays required program operators to focus
their outreach efforts upon long-term Ul claimants and exhaustees by default. However,
according to respondents, the delays caused significant problems for the effective targeting
of reemployment services to long-term UI claimants:

Many local programs reportedly found it difficult to track down dislocated
workers so long after the plant closings or mass layoffs. Not all program
operators had access to layoff lists, and unions did not always keep track of
their laid-off workers.

Since the funding delays precluded effective "early intervention" efforts, the
dislocated workers were not afforded the opportunity to enroll in Title III
programs while they still had UI benefits to support them. By the time the
outreach activity was conducted, most dislocated workers were in the late
stages of their benefit period, or had exhausted benefits, and no longer
wished to enroll in the program owing to a lack of income support.

According to several respondents, the delays in the awarding of Title III funds to
substate areas were a principle reason why some of the States had not been able to expend
all of the Title HI formula allocations in prior years.

In previous sections of this chapter, we concluded that Title III programs have, in general,
done little to improve the coordination of services to long-term Ul claimants with reemployment
problems and that "hard-to-serve” claimants have not received priority attention from Title III
programs. The barriers that exist with regard to the coordination of services under Title III actually
reflect the larger-scale problems of interagency coordination among ES, UI, and JTPA programs in
general. Under JTPA, States are required to promote the coordination of services among these
agencies at the local level. In promoting local interagency coordination of services, however, States
have typically relied upon such mechanisms as: '
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The development of statewide interagenc); agreements that require ES and -
JTPA programs to provide speciﬁc reciprocal services on a statewide basis.

Efforts to encourage the development of financial and nonfinancial
agreements between ES and JTPA at the local level. These agreements may
cover such activities as outreach, cross-referral, recruitment, direct
reemployment or training services, and placement.

These types of mechanisms, however, have had mixed tesults in promotmg effective
interagency coordination, for the following xeasons '

The staff of the various agencnes involved in the coordination agreements are
generally not "cross-trained” in all of the different program services and

~ eligibility requirements of the participant agencies. This lack of
cross-training makes it ‘difficult for the programs to implement agreemems to
cross-refer clients, since the staff of each program tend to be unfamiliar with
the specific semces that the other ptograms have to offer. '

Coordmanon and cross—refcrral agmements do not prov:de one-smp
shopping” for the client. Even if Ul claimants are informed about JTPA
programs by a UI claimstaker or ES counselor, for example, they typically
have to travel to another location to obtain more detailed. program
information, to leam about eligibility criteria and to complete an application
form. This system does not facilitate the enrollment of long-term UI
claimants with reemployment problems, many of whom are resistant to
accepting reemployment services to begin with.

Several of the States which we visited have begun to implement or experiment with more
effective mechanisms for ensuring interagency coordination between ES and JTPA programs on an
ongoing basis. In the remainder of this section, we describe some of the approaches or

mechanisms that specific States have 1mplemented or were planning to implement in the futute
These approaches include:

Pennsylvania’s Job Center concept
Indiana’s plan to merge ES and JTPA functions Lo
Washmgton s Special Employment and Traming Services (SETS) prOJect
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(1) v"‘ r Con

In 1987, Pennsylvania’s Department of Labor and Industry proposed the development
of a network of Job Centers across the State to offer "comprehensive services for
individuals seeking employment assistance.”" Such centers would initially provide for a
single point in each community where residents could receive the services currently
provided by:

The Office of Employment Security (Job Service and Ul)
The SDAs under JTPA

The Office of Vocational Rehabilitation

The Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training

The proposal called for these services to be physically colocated in each community.
Services within the Job Centers were to be coordinated "so that duplication would be
avoided and activities streamlined.” Services would include job information, counseling,
testing, referral, placement, financial support, and training resources.

The proposal also envisaged the development of Job Center Teams which would
offer an integrated range of services that could be mobilized in such situations as plant
closings, mass layoffs, and other crisis situations. Job Center Teams might also provide
services in such out-of-the-office locations as schools, neighborhood centers, and job sites.
Staff members from each of the agencies represented would form teams which would be
able to react quickly to emergency situations, such as a plant closing.

As proposed, the Job Centers would also serve as Employment Data Centers,
offering job analysis and labor market information to employers and providing training
- needs inventories, occupational and career information and other vocational counseling. The
~Job Centers would also tie into local community programs which could provide specialized
services to individuals with special barriers to reemployment. As proposed, the local
community Job Centers would eventually link-up to form a statewide network which would

coordinate with the activities of the State’s economic development programs.




The State has solicited proposals from local communities to establish- Job Centers on
a pilot basis. About four or five proposals had been approved at the time of our field visit.
Most of the proposals had been received from locé] ES offices. The Staic’s goal was to
have one Job Center set up in each of the State’s regions by February 1988.

Respondents indicated that existing leases are currently a major practical barrier to
agency colocation at the local level. As part of the Job Center concept, State officials were
examining such options as:

The use of a common intake fomm for ES, UI, and JTPA
Cross-training of ES, Ul, and JTPA staff

A State official noted that_ UI benefits would be the "draw" to bring Ul claimants
into the Job Centers and to provide them ready access to the various reemployment services
available.

) Indiana’s Pro d ES- Mer

As part of a statewide effort to improve ES-UI-JTPA ‘coordination, Indiana had ) |
developed plans to institute "one-stop shopping” for ail clients at the local level effective
| July 1, 1988. As part of this initiative, the SESA and State JTPA agencics were fnerged
into a single agency in July 1987. |

Indiana’s one-stop concept differed from Pennsylvania’s Job Center approach in that
there were no immediate plans to have all ES-UI-JTPA staff physically colocated in the
same offices. Instead, at least for the short-term, staff were to be cross-traincd in the
services and procedures of all three programs and outstationed in the various offices. In
addition, each ES, UI, and JTPA facility was to be supplied with intake forms for each of
the three programs. Eventually, a common intake fohn for all three programs may be .
developed. Under the one-stop concept, a client could visit any ES, Ul, or JTPA office and
enroll in any of the available services. At the local level, ES and UI officcs are already
colocated.

State officials indicated that they had originally discussed the option of physically
colocating ES, UI, and JTPA staff at the local level, but had decided that this option was
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not practical in the short-term because of existing leases and other factors. However, there
would be some staff transfer among the three sets of offices. For example, some ES staff
who are cross-trained in Ul and JTPA services would be stationed in JTPA offices, while a
number of cross-trained JTPA staff would be outstationed in ES-UI offices.

Under the reorganization plan, the PICs would be given direct administrative
responsibility for both JTPA and Wagner-Peyser programs. Under this concept, ES
employees might be appointed via the local mechanisms that are currently being used by the
PIC/ITPA system and might no longer be State employees. UI employees, however, would
remain as State employees. The local PICs would be given considerable flexibility in
designing how the one-stop concept would be implemented.

Among the other problems that had to be addressed in the ES-JTPA merger,
according to State and local officials, were the following:

Money would have to be allocated to place computer terminals in the JTPA
offices so that outstationed ES workers could access the ES job banks.

The different personnel policiés and proCedures of the two programs would
have to be reconciled.

(3)  Washington’s Special Employment And Training Services (SETS) Project

Washington State operates its mainstream Title III program via a network of local
Job Service Centers. The program, known as the Special Employment and Training
Services (SETS) project, operates in 23 of the State’s 42 Job Service Centers. Services are
targeted at dislocated workers who are not identified with a major plant closing. The major
target group is Ul claimants who "face severe barriers to reemployment because of
technological change or other factors resulting in skills obsolescence.”

The SETS project was instituted in 1984. The concept underlying the project is that
dislocated workers in the target population can be identified imm‘\ediately as they sign up for
UI benefits at the local Job Service Centers. These dislocated workers can then be referred
for immediate assistance. Specific staff members within the local offices are dedicated
exclusively to the SETS project.




Under the SETS project, local office managers are required to negotiate coordination
agreements with the SDAs for the referral of UI claimants who wish to enroll in SDA Title
II training programs. Among the specific services provided to SETS participants are:

Skills assessment

Job search assistance ‘
Referral to OJT or institutional skills training
Supportive services

Relocation

Placement assistance -

Although the SETS project does not represent a complete "one-stop” approach, the
project has specific advantages for serving Ul claimants when compared to most other
States’ systems for allocating Title III funds:

The project is housed in local UVES offices, so that all UI claimants are
automatically informed about the project’s reemployment services. '
SETS staff are cross-trained in JTPA programs and services, so that UI
claimants do not have to travel to JTPA facilities to learn about training
programs and gpplicaﬁon procedures.

The project is not limited to plant-specific or industry-specific situations

The project allows UI claimants to select from the full range of available
reemployment services, depending upon their needs and interests

Project services are made available to Ul claimants as soon as they file their
claims '
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During our interviews with State and local officials in the Ul, JTPA, and ES programs, we
asked respondents to discuss their experiences in providing various types of reemployment services
to long-term UI claimants who experienced reemployment problems. Respondents were asked the
following specific questions: '

What difficulties had been encountered in recruiting these types of long-term
UI claimants into reemployment pmgrams?

What types of long-term claimants were the most difficult to recruit into
JTPA programs?

What mix of services seems to be the most effective for long-term UI
claimants who experience reemployment problems? What services are they
most likely to accept?

In response to our questions, respondents identified a number of claimant characteristics and
attitudinal factors which, in their view, act as barriers to providing effective reemployment services
to many unemployed UI claimants. Section 2 of this chapter summarizes the viewpoints of State
and local officials on this issue. Section 3 of this chapter discusses the implications of these
claimant characteristics and attitudes for overall intervention strategies.

2. LONG-TERM UI IMANTS: ND ATTIT T
REPRESENT BARRIERS T D Y OF REEMPLOYMENT SER

During our interviews, respondents reported that the certain characteristics and attitudes tend
to be common among Ul claimants who experience reemployment problems, and that these
characteristics and attitudes create barriers to the timely and effective delivery of reemployment
services. These characteristics and attitudes are as follows:
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~ Expectations of being recalled
Unrenllstic wage expectations
Edncnﬁonal'deﬁcits and functional illiteracy

% Lack of job search skills

Discrepancies between job titles and actual skills
Attitudes of mistrust and hostility
Reluctance of many claimants to relocate
Umon members lack of familiarity with the Job Service

Reluctance to enroll in neemployment programs after UI benefits are
exhausted :

‘Each of these characteristics/attitudes is described in detail in the sections that follow.
(1)  Expectati Bein

Accordmg to respondents, many of the claimants who experience reemployment
pmblems do not fully accept the fact that they are unlikely to be recalled by their former
employer Having eamed high wages while working at their former jobs, they are reluctant
to accept retraining or Job Service referrals for lower paying jobs as long as they believe
that there is a possibility of being recalled. A compounding factor is that these workers
have often been employed for many years at their prior jobs, making it difficult for them to
accept the realitjof their situation. It was also noted by some respondents that many of
these types of claimants have witnessed a cycle of "layoff and recall” over a period of
several years and often do not accept the idea that a layoff is permanent unless a plant

’ actually_ closes. In addition, in most of the communities which we visited, some of the
employers who had instituted moss layoffs in recent years had, in fact, recalled a smnll
percentage of their laid off workers, thereby reinfoncing the perceptions of other workers
that they might be recalled. Finally, some respondents noted that, in situations where there
has been a hxstory of labor-management, disputes, many laid-off workers believe that layoffs
are merely a “bluff* by management and that they will soon be recalled.
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A number of respondents noted that the "layoff-recall" cycle often made it difficult
for the Job Service and JTPA programs to place long-term claimants with other employers.
Many employers were reportedly reluctant to hire such claimants because it had been their.
experience that the claimant would quit their new job as soon as a recall notice was issued
by their former employer. In this connection, many respondents noted that employers were
sometimes reluctant to hire long-term claimants because they believed that the claimants
would not be content with their new jobs (which usually paid much less than they had
eamed previously) and would have poor work attitudes.

) nrealisti x'

In all of the sites we visited, respondents noted that many of the UI claimants who
have difficulty being reemployed are reluctant to enroll in job training or ES programs
because they perceive that these programs will provide them with much lower-paying jobs
than they had previously held. Claimants, for example, who were used to being paid
- upwards of $12 per hour, usually in a unionized job, were said to be reluctant to accept Job
Service referrals to $5 per hour jobs or to enroll in JTPA programs that would result in
jobs paying only $6 to $7 per hour. These claimants tended to remain on Ul for several
months or to exhaust their benefits entirély, particularly if they had a spouse who worked
part-time or full-time,

It was also noted that many of the claimants who experience reemployment
problems initially refuse to believe that they may not be able to find high paying jobs in
other industries. Accordingly, they tend to circumvent the Job Service and remain on UL
while looking for a high paying job on their own.

Some respondents also noted that many unemployed claimants have actually been
working in low-skill occupations (e.g., as janitors) but have been making high wages
because they were workihg in unionized factories. These claimants are often reluctant to
accept the fact that, even'if they find a comparable job with another employer, they are
unlikely to be paid the level of wages that they had earned previously.
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 types of reemployment problems for Ul clarmants

(3)  Education i Function:

Many respondents noted that UI claimants who experience reemploymcnt"problems;
often suffer from educational deficits and functional illiteracy. These claimants, for '
example, include workers who had been employed in the same job since leaving f_highr
school or who dropped out of high school to go to work at an early‘ age. In addition,

many of the UI claimants who have reemployment problems have worked in. assembly lme o

jobs which did not require high levels of funcuonal hteracy

Accordmg to respondems low educatron levels and ﬁmctroml 1llrtemcy creare three

- The claunants expenence pmblems m ﬁndmg ]obs that reqmre spectﬁc levels
- of reading and math skxl]s, parnculaﬂy jobs in the retail trade and: semce
sector.

Claimants cannot be placed very readrly into vocatronal tramrng programs f S

- that assume certain levels of functronal literacy.

Claimants are unable to ﬁll out apphcatron forms for jobs, Pfepare resumw o

or verbalize effectrvely in mterviews.

With regard to the latter issue, respondents noted that some type of remedial educatxon -
should be a core component of any type of retxammg or reemployment program for |
claimants who have low education or functional hteracy problems and who expenence

~ reemployment problems as a result. ‘It was noted, however, that it is often difficult to

recruit such claimants into programs because of the perceived stigma involved in admitting ‘
to problems of functional illiteracy. In addition, claimants with literacy problems are often
drfﬁcult to identify because many of them mek to -conceal these problems from intake - |
workers and job counselors ‘

4) Lack Of J h
‘According to many respondents, Ul claimants who experience reemployment -
problems often have poorly developed job search skills. A major reason is that many such "

claimants have never been in the position of havmg to conduct a systematrc job search
effort. Many of the claimants, for example, have been working for the same employer
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since leaving high school, and typically obtained their job with the help of a family member
or friend. This situation creates two sets of problems, according to respondents:

Such claimants are often unfamiliar with the umque characteristics of today’s
job market (particularly the growth of the semce sector) compared to the
job market of 20 years ago.

These types of claimants often have poorly developed“' skills with regard to
mtemewmg techniques, resume preparation, appearing properly dressed when
meeting a prospective employer, telephone manner, and "networking."

The lack of job search skills is reportedly a significant problem for claimants who
have been employed in manufacturing jobs and who are now searching for jobs in the retail
trade or service sector.

) ' Di ies B Job Titles And Actual SKill

It was noted in some local sites that the Job Service sometimes found discrepancies
between the prior job descriptions of UI claimants and their actual skills. For example,
some of the claimants who described themselves as "machinists” had been working on an
assembly line operating the same machine for many years. According to respondents, the
skius of these claimants were often very limited and obsolete and did not qualify them for
many of the machinist positions listed by employers with the Job Service.

©) Attitudes Of Mis And Hostili

In several States, it was noted that UI claimants who experience reemployment
problems are often a difficult population to deal with because of attitudes of mistrust and
hostility toward employers and toward local govemment agencies offering recmployment
services. Workers who have lost their jobs after many years sometimes perceive the local
reemployment programs in a hostile manner because program operators wish to emphasize
retraining or reemployment in low-paying jobs while the claimants are primarily interested
in getting their old jobs back. In addition, many of the claimants were said to view
reemployment and retraining programs as "part of the welfare system."




) Rel f Man aimants To Relocate

Although JTPA Title III funds can be used to assist long-term Ul claimants to
relocate to other geographic areas, such claimants were reported to be generally unwilling to
relocate out of the local area. This was said to be especially true of older workers who
typically had broader ties to their local community and who often owned property that
might be difficult to sell in a depressed community.

®) nion Members’ Lack Of Familiarity With Th rvi

It was noted that many Ul claimants with reemployment problems are union
members who are accustomed to finding work through a union hiring hall rather than
through the Job Service. In fact, in the majority of States, such union membcrs are initially
exempt from Job Service registration after going on UL. According to several respondents,
many union members who have not been used to dealing with the Job Scrvice tend to have
a negative view of the Job Service when they are finally required to registcr and comply
with work search requirements. Union members also tend to regard the Job Service as not

being credible as a source of jobs comparable to their previous jobs.

9)  Reluctance To Enroll In Retrain ing Programs After Ul Benefits Are Exhausted

State and local officials noted that most long-term unemployed Ul claimants who
experience reemployment problems begin to accept the reality of their situation when their
UI benefits are about to run out. At this point in time, according to respondents, the
claimants begin to realize that they are unlikely to be recalled or to find other jobs with
pay comparable to their prior jobs. In addition, mey~'étyﬁi'Cally~. begin to realize that their
own job search efforts may be insufficient to find even a lower-paying job that is not
temporary or part-time.

Many respondents noted, however, that, while claimants are gencrally more receptive
to  retraining services when their Ul benefits are about to run out, most are still unwilling to
enroll in retraining programs because they no longer have any income support to rely upon
while they are in training (unless they qualify for Trade Readjustment Assistance or State
"Extended Benefit" programs). Respondents observed that the only type of training that
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most Ul exhaustécs wish to enroll in is on-the-job training (OJT), which will provide them

with an immediate wage.

The findings presented in the preceding section have important implications for overall
intervention strategies designed to improve the referral of long-term claimants with reemployment
problems to appropriate services. These implications are summarized below.

Because of the attitudinal factors described previously, and the educational deficits
of many UI claimants with reemployment problems, most such claimants are unlikely to
accept reemployment services unless ES, Ul, or JTPA programs can provide a coordinated
and "proactive” approach to recruiting these claimants into programs. In thc absence of
such an approach, enrollment in reemployment programs is likely to occur largely on a
“self-selective" basis, resulting in a lack of services to claimants with the most significant
reerhployment problems. Efforts should be made to ensure that outreach and recruitment
activities are targeted to all Ul claimants who experience' reemployment problems and that .
such activities are maintained during the claimant’s benefit period.

2) Although Long-Term Ul imants May Be An Appropriate Target Group For

Services, The Most Effective Solution To Preventing Long-Term Unemployment
Among This Group Is To Emphasize Early Intervention

A major theme reiterated by State and local respondents was that long-term Ul
claimants who experience reemployment problems are a difficult group to cnroll in
retraining programs because they typically have few resources remaining to support
themselves while in training. Efforts to prevent long-term unemployment among such
claimants, therefore, should ideally be concentrated upon the first few weeks of each
claimant’s benefit period, when the claimant has the resources left to enroll in training,

remedial education, and employability development programs.




3) Ul ngmang With Rggmplgmg t Problems Should Be Offered A Vangty Of
Reempl rvi mi Their_Indivi Reemployment B

Because of their unique characteristics and attitudes, Ul claimants who experience
reemployment difficulties should be provided with customized services that reflect such
factors as:

The need of some claimants for remedial education
The lack of job search skills among many claimanis

Attitudinal factors that make them resistant to JTPA training or ES job
referrals

Individual reemployment plans should be developed for claimants before they are referred to
traditional job training or job placement services.

4) ntervention P I! itudinal F Th

Barriers T Reempl im
To address the attitudinal barriers to reemployment among many Ul claimants,
intervention efforts should include components which specifically address these barriers early

in the claimant’s benefit period. Efforts should be made, for example, to address unrealistic
expectations about being recalled, and unrealistic wage expectations, among UI claimants.
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PART B: RESULTS OF THE SUR F LONG-TERM UI CLAIMA

This section of the report presents the major findings of the telephone surveys of long-term
UI claimants in the 10 States. The primary objectives of conducting the claimant survey were as
follows:

To identify the proportion of long-term UI claimants who might potentially
benefit from reemployment services. This is important for determining
whether it is feasible to target reemployment services specifically to
long-term UI claimants.

To analyze the characteristics of long-term UI claimants, especially those
who might potentially benefit from being referred to reemployment services.
This is valuable for developing procedures for identifying long-term
claimants who should be targeted for services.

To examine the experiences, attitudes, and perceptions of long-term UI
claimants with regard to work search efforts, employment and training
programs, and employability. This analysis is critical to determining how
existing employment and training services might be enhanced or better
coordinated to ensure that long-term claimants are adequately served.

In this part of the report, we address each of the three analytical issues described above. Part B of
the report is organized into the following chapters: '

Exhaustion rates and post-UI employment status of long-term claimants
Demographic characteristics of major subgroups of long-term claimants

Prior employment characteristics of major subgroups of long-term
claimants

Work search patterns of long-term claimants

Long-term claimants’ use of reemployment services and their attitudes toward
such services

Post-UI employment characteristics of long-term claimants who were
reemployed at the time of followup




Perceptions of employability among long-term claimants who were

unemployed at the time of followup

Regréssion analysis of factors associated with UI ‘exhaustion and post-UI
employment status

Observations and conclusions




In this chapter, we present data on exhaustion rates and post-Ul emplbymgnt status among
long-term UI claimants in the sample. These data are relevant to determining the proportion of
long-term claimants who might potentially benefit from reemployment services. We address the
following specific issues: | |

What percentage of the sample were actually long-term UI claimants
(defined as claimants who were on Ul for at least 22 weeks during their
most recent claim)? .

Of the long-term claimants, what percentage exhausted benefits and what
percentage were reemployed prior to exhaustion?

Of the long-term claimants who exhausted benefits, what percentage were
still unemployed at the time of our followup interviews? How many of
these were still looking for work?

Of the long-term claimants who were reemployed before exhausting benefits,

what percentage were unemployed at the time of our followup interviews?
How many of these were still looking for work?

In the sections that follow, we address each of these issues.

In maicing our requests to States for listings of UI claimants, it was our initial plan
to request the names of all Ul claimants who had reached the 22nd week of their claim
during a designated timeframe (May to July 1987 for most of the States). After some

discussion, however, this initial plan was later changed for the following reasons:
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Many States have maximum claim periods longer than the standard 26-week
maximum. Some States, for example, have 30-week maximums and a
number of States have their own "extended benefit program” under which
claimants who meet certain criteria can qualify for claim periods much
longer than 26 weeks.

Many States have minimum benefit periods that are considerably shorter than
26 weeks. In these States, persons who have not built up sufficient credits
based on prior work history may qualify for relatively short benefit periods.

As a result, it was decided that we would ask the States to provxde us with lists of claimants who

: . xi . y ienats . ooardle S‘f
they had bgqn on u . It was armcxpated that a large majority of these claimants would have been |
on UI for at least 22 weeks.

Exhibit B-I-1 presents data for the total sample (N = 1,582) on the length of time that
claimants were on UL The exhibit indicates that a relatively large number of the claimants (483 or
30.5 percent) were on Ul for less than 22 weeks. This number inclhdes ‘185 sample members who
exhausted their UI benefits in less than 22 weeks.

The large number of short:term claimants in the Sampie (i.e., claimants who were on UI for
less than 22 weeks) is due to the fact that our sample included a surprisingly large number of
claimants who were eligible for short benefit periods. One of the factors which appears to explain
this situation is that most of the claimants in the sample established their Ul claim during the
period from November 1986 to February 1987. This time period is a peak period for new Ul
claims, reflecting the impact of the winter months upon seasonal occupations such as construction.

In fact, a total of 361 (22.8 percent) of the sample had been working in the construction industry.

Another point which must be emphasized is that 134 (27.7 percent) of the 483 short- term
claimants were from the Jowa sample. The major reason why so many of the Iowa claimants were
in the short-term category is that a very large percentage of the Towa claimants had been working 3
in construction (42.1 percent) or other seasonal occupations. Officials in Iowa indicated that there
had been a number of major highway construction projects in the Waterloo area during 1986 and
1987, in addition to ongoing highway repair activities.




EXHIBIT B-+-1

Department of Labor
Ut CLAIM PERIODS AND EXHAUSTION RATES AMONG
THE CLAIMANT SAMPLE
TOTAL SAMPLE
S WU Claimants Who
Reached the Last
Five Weeks of
their Benefit Period !
- 1,582
Claimants Who Were : Claimants Who Were
- on Ul for at Least ; on Ut for Less Than
w 22 Weeks 22 Weeks
L (3, 1,090 483
Claimants Who Claimants Who Were Other? Claimants Who Claimants Who Were Other?
Exhausted their Reemployed Before Exhausted their Fleemployed Before
Benefits Exhausting Benefits Benefits Exhausting Benefits
854 197 39 185 273 25

1 Sample members reached the last five weeks of their benefit period during the May-July 1987 timeframe.
2 Atotal of 147 (30.4%) of these claimants were in the lowa sample.
3 This category includes: (1) disqualified claimants and (2) claimants who did not report their status.




2. RATES OF E

Exhibit B-I-1 indicated that, of the 1,090 sample claimants who remained on UI for 22
weeks or more, a total of 854 (77.7 percent) went on to exhaust their benefits. A total of 197
(18.1 percent) were reemployed before exhausting benefits. A total of 39 (3.6 percent) of the
claimants had been disqualified from UL, or did not report their status.

Among sample members who were on UI for less than 22 weeks, a total of 185 (38.3
percent) exhausted their UI benefits, while 273 (56.5 percent) were reemployed before exhausting
their benefits. Of the 273 who were reemployed, a total of 106 (38.8 percent) were from the Iowa
sample. ' : '

Exhibit B-I-2 presents data on the employment status of sample members when they were
interviewed (approximately 4 to 6 months after they had reai;hed their last 5 weeks of benefits).
The exhibit indicates that, for claimants who were on UI for at least '22'Weeks and who
subsequently exhausted their benefits (N = 854), a total of 404 (47.3 perécnt). were employed when
interviewed, while 450 (52.7 percent) reported that they were not employed.

Of the 197 claimants who were on UI for at least 22 weeks but who got jobs before
exhausting benefits, a total of 169 (85.8‘ percent) were still employed at the time of interview, while
28 (14.2 percent) were unemployed.

Among the 185 sample members who exhausted benefits but were on UI for less than 22
weeks, 90 (48.6 percent) reported that they were employed at followup, while 95 (51.4 percent)
were not employed. It should be noted that the level of unemployment among this group of

exhaustees was approximately the same as the level of unemployment among exhaustees who had
been on UI for 22 weeks or_more. |
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Clalmants On Ul For At Least 22 Weeks

Exhaustees

Clalmants Reemployed
Before Ul Exhaustion

Employed At Time
0f Interview
404 (47,3%)

Not Employed At
Time Of
Intervies
450 (52,7%)

Employed At Time
Of interview
169 (83,5%)

EXHIBIT B-1-2

Clalmants On Ul For Less Than 22 Weeks

Exhaustess

EMPLOYMENT STATUS OF SAMPLE MEMBERS
AT THE TIME OF INTERVIEW*

Clalmants Reemployed
Before Ut Exhaustion

Not Employed At
Time Of
Interview
28 (14,25)

Employed At Time
Of Interview
90. (48.6%)

Not Employed At
Tine Of
. Interview
95 (51.4%)

Employed At Time
0f Interview
226 (82.8%)

Not Employed At
Time OF
interview

47 (17,2%)

* Sample members were Interviewed approximately 4-6 months after they reached their last 5 weeks of benefits, »




Among the 273 claimants who were on Ul for less than 22 weeks and who were

reemployed before exhausting benefits, 226 (82.8 perceht) were still employed at the time of
interview. This rate is comparable to that of the sample members who were on UI for 22 weeks
or more but who were reemployed prior to exhaustion.

4 LONGTE A OYED F_INTERVIEW:
PROPORTION WH LOOKING FOR

Among claimants who remained on UI for at least 22 weeks, a total of 478 were
~ unemployed when interviewed. This total included 450 claimants who had exhausted benefits and
28 who had left UI to take a job before exhausting benefits (refer to Exhibit B-I-2).

Exhibit B-I-3 indicates that, of the 478 unemployed sample members, 370(77.4 percent)

- were Ioolung for woﬂc, and 108 (2.6 percent) were not lookmg for work.The exhibit shows that of

the 450 exhaustees who were unemployed at followup, 345 (76 7 percent) said that they were still
looking for work, Of the 105 who were not looking for work, a total of 22 might be termed
- "dlscouraged These included respondents who had retired involuntarily (7), believed there was no
- work available in their occupation (6),thought that they lacked the necessary schoolmg (3) or
1 thought that they were vnctxms of age dxscnmmauon (6)

" Of the 25 unemployed sample members who had been on UI for at least 22 weeks but had
not exhausted benefits, only 3 (10.7 percent) repoxted that they were not currently looking for work.

5.  SITE-BY-SITE DATA
Exhibit B-1-4 presents data for each sample site on rates of UI exhaustion and

post-UI employment status aimmg sample claimants who were on UI for at least 22
weeks. The data in the exhibit indicate the following:
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EXHIBIT B-I-3

LONG-TERM CLAIMANTS WHO WERE UNEMPLOYED AT THE TIME
OF INTERVIEW: PROPORTION WHO WERE LOOKING FOR WORK

Claimants Who Were on UI for at Least
22 Weeks and Who Were Unemployed
at the Time of Interview
Claimants Who Were
Reemployed Before
Exhaustees Exhaustion Total
N=U50 N=28 N=UT78
Currently Looking for Work 345 25 370
. : (76.7%) - (89.3%) (77.4%)
Not Currently Looking for Work 105 3 108
‘ ' (23.3%) (10.7%) (22.6%)
Reasons Why Not Currently Looking For Work
"Retired, voluntary"” 21 21
"Retired, involuntary" 7 - 7
"Believe no work is available in 6 - 6
his/her occupation"
. "Lack necessary schooling" 3 - 3
. "Age discrimination" 6 - 6
. "Can't arrange child care" 6 - 6
. "Other family responsibility" 10 - 10
. "In school or other training" 23 - 23
. "I11 health/disability" 20 1 21
. "New job to start" 1 1 12
. Other 2 1 3

Note: Some respondents stated two or more reasons why they were not currently
looking for a job. Therefore, the total number of reasons exceeds the

total number of respondents who stated that they were not looking for a
job.
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EXHIBIT B-1-4

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT LEAST 22 WEEKS:
RATES OF EXHAUSTION AND EMPLOYMENT SITUATION AT
TIME OF INTERVIEW, B8Y SITE

Exhaustees (N=854)

Sites

Total Claimants
Who Exhausted UI Or
Were Reemployed Before
Exhausting Benefits

total claimants)

Exhaustees
(percent of

St. Louis County, MN
Jefferson County, AL
Lake County, IN
Blackhawk County, IA
Taos County, NM
Monroe County, NY
Allegheny County, PA
Kanawha County, WV
King County, WA

Racine & Kenosha
Counties, Wl

103
133
103

12

95
132
148
135

87
103

Total 1,051
{100.0%)

79
123
7
9
81
108
132
105
65
79

854

(76.7%)
(92.5%)
(70.93)
(75.0%)
(85.3%)
(81.8%)
(89.2%)
(77.8%)
(74.7%)
(76.7%)

(81.3%)

Working At Time Not Working At Not Working But Still Looking
Of Interview Time Of Interview -  For Jobs When Interviewed
(as a percentage (as a percentage (as a percentage
of exhaustees? of exhaustees? of exhaustees?
37 (46.8%) 42 (53.2%) 34 (43.0%)
59 (48.0%) 64  (52.0%) 47 (38.2%)
23 (31.5%) 50 (68.5%) 41 (56.2%)
5  (55.6%) 4 (44.4%) 2 (22.2%)
36 (44.5%) 45 (55.5%) 41 (50.6%)
54 (50.0%) 54 (50.0%) 41 (38.0%)
63 (47.7%) 69 (52.3%) 45 (34.1%)
53 (50.5%) 52 (49.5%) 44 (41.9%)
34 (52.3%) k) (47.7%) 26 (40.0%)
40 (50.6%) 39 (49.43%) 24 (30.4%)

404 (47.3%) 450 (52.7%) 345 (40.4%)




In two of the sites--Jefferson County, Alabama and Allegheny County,
Pennsylvania--the rates of exhaustion among long-term claimants were much
‘higher than in the other sites (92.5 percent and 89.2 percent) respectively.

Among long-term claimants who were on UI for at least 22 weeks

(N=854), the percentage who were employed at the time of the Interviews
was much lower in Lake County, Indiana (31.5 percent) than in the other
nine sites. However, among the other nine sites, the rate of employment at
the time of interview clustered within a relatively narrow range (44.5 percent
to 52.3 percent, éxcluding the Blackhawk County sample).

Again excluding the Blackhawk County sample, the percentage of exhaustees
who were unemployed at the time of interview but who were looking for
jobs ranged from 30.4 percent in Racine/Kenosha, Wisconsin to 56.2 percent
in Lake County, Indiana. ‘

6.  CONCLUSIONS

The preceding sections addressed the question of what percentage of long-term Ul claimants
might potentially benefit from reemployment services of various types. It should be emphasized
that the sample was not nationally representative but was drawn from communities which had
experienced significant long-term unemployment in recent years. However, the following general
observations and conclusions are presented:

It is not necessarily correct to assume that, among a given sample of
claimants who have reached the last 5 weeks of their benefit periods, the
vast majority are actually long-term claimants (defined as persons who have
been on Ul for 22 weeks or more).

The large majority of claimants who reached the 22nd weck of benefits went
on to exhaust benefits. Among the claimants who did stay on UI for at
least 22 weeks, almost 80 percent exhausted benefits, while less than 20
percent found jobs before their benefits were exhausted.

A large percentage of the claimants who reached their 22nd week of benefits
were experiencing significant reemployment problems 4 to 6 months later.
Among long-term claimants who exhausted their benefits, more than one-half
(52.7 percent) were still unemployed when interviewed. Among the total
sample of 1,090 claimants who were on Ul for at least 22 wecks, 478
persons (43.9 percent) were unemployed at the time of the followup
interview,
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Of the 478 long-term claimants who were -stillwur;employed several months
after their benefits ran out, 390 were still looking for jobs. These persons
represented 35.8 percent of the 1,090 individuals in the long-term claimant

sample Very few of the unemployed sample members were not interested
in retuming to the work force.

These observations suggest that a relatively large proportion of long-term Ul claimants

might mtenpglly benefit from enhanced reemp ggg_l;q t services Laggg;gg at the last few wglgg of
their i However, the actual

MMMW' Data on this question
will be presented in Part B, Chapter V of the report.
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In this chapter, we present data on selected demographief characteristics of major subgroups

within the overall claimant sample. Exhibit B-II-1 depicts the five major subgroups for whom dara

will be presented. As the exhibit indicates, the five *sobgroups are all long-term UI claimants (i.e.,
claimants who were on Ul for at least 22 weeks). Among the overall sample of long-term
claimants, the five subgroups are as follows:

Group 1: Claimants who exhausted benefits (N = 854)

Group 2: Claimants who were reemployed before exhaustmg benefits (N =
197)

Group 3: Exhaustees who were employed at the time of our mterviews NN
= 404)

Group 4. Exhaustees who were not employed at the ume of our interviews
N = 450) '

Group 5: Exhaustees who were not employed at the time of our interviews
but who were lookmg for jobs (N = 345)

In presenting the. data on background characteristics, our analytical objectives are as follows:

To present data on the overall charactenstlcs of claimants who rcached the
22nd week of benefits

To draw comparisons between long-term claimants who exhausted benefits
and those who were reemployed before exhaustion

To draw comparisons between exhaustees who were employed at the time of
the interviews and those who were not employed

To highlight the characteristics of exhaustees who were still unemployed but
looking for work at the time of our interviews (Subgroup 5). This particular
subgroup would appear to be able to benefit the most from enhanced
reemployment services targeted at long-term UI claimants
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EXHIBIT B-1-1
‘Department of Labor

PRIMARY SUBGROUPS FOR WHOM DATA WILL BE
PRESENTED ON CLAIMANT CHARACTERISTICS

yi-d

Claimants Who
Were on Ul for at
Least 22 Weeks.
N = 1,090
GROUP 1 GROUP2 Other
B Claimants Who Were Reemployed
Exhaustess Before Exhausting Benefits
N = 854 N = 197 N = 39
GROUP 3 GROUP 4
Working at Time Not Working at
of Interview Time of Interview
N = 404 N = 450
GROUP 5 Not Looking
Looking for Work for Work
N = 345 N = 105




The specific background data that will be presented on each of the five subgroups

are as follows:

Age

Sex

Education

Marital status and employment status of spouse/partner
L AGE

Exhibit B-II-2 presents data on the age distribution of sample claimants who were on UI for

at least 22 weeks. The exhibit indicates that, in general, daimams_aggd_‘}j_and_gmm_mgm
likely to exhaust bepefits than younger claimants. Specifically, while claimants aged 45 and older

accounted for 35.7 percent of the exhaustees, they represented only 23.3 percent of persons who
were reemployed before exhausting benefits. Of the 351 long-term claimants aged 45 and older, a
total of 305 (86.9 percent) exhausted benefits, while 46 were reemployed before exhausting their
benefits. In contrast, of the 689 long-term claimants aged 17 to 44, a total of 542 (78.7 percent)
exhausted benefits, while 157 were reemployed befo_re exhausting benefits.

Exhibit B-II-2 also shows that, i n lai

were more likely to be employed at the time of interview than older claimants. Claimants aged 17

to 34 accounted for 46.5 percent of those working, compared to 31.8 percent of thosc not working.
Of the 331 exhaustees aged 17 to 34, a total of 188 (56.8 percent) were working at the time of
interview, while among the 305 exhaustees aged 45 and older, only 109 (35.7 percent) were
working at the time of interview.

Finally, Exhibit B-II-2 indicates that exhaustees aged 55 and over were more likely to have
given up looking for work than younger exhaustees. Of the 104 exhaustees aged 55 and over who

were not working at the time of interview, a total of 64 (61.5 percent) were still looking for.work,
while 40 (38.5 percent) said they were not looking for jobs. Among exhaustees aged 17 to 54
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EXHIBIT B-II-2

CLAIMANTS WHO WERE ON UI FOR AT
LEAST 22 WEEKS, BY AGE

Claimants Who Were on UL for at
Least 22 Weeks

Claimants Who Left
Ul Before Exhausting
Exhaustees Benefits
Age. N=854 N=197
17 - 24 47 21
(5.5%) (10.7%)
25 - 34 284 75
_(33.30) (38.7%)
35 - 44 211 51
(24.7%) (25.9%)
45 - 54 160 29
(18.7%) (14.7%)
55 - 64 135 16
(15.8%) (8.1%)
65 + 10 i
(1.22) (0.5%)
Unknown 7 4
(0.82) (2.0%)
Exhaustees Who Were on UI for at Least 22 Weeks
Not Working Not Employed at Time
Working at Time at Time of of Interview But
of Interview Interview Looking for Jobs
Age N=404 N=450 N=345
17 - 24 26 21 16
: (6.42%) (4.7%) -(4,6%)
25 - 34 162 122 . 94
(40.1%) (27.1%) (27.2%)
35 - 44 102 109 93
(25.2%) (24.2%) (27.0%)
45 - 54 68 92. 76 .
(16.8%) (20.4%) (22.0%)
55 - 64 39 9 61
(9.7%) (21.3%) (17.7%)
65 + 2 8 3
(0.5%) (1.0%) (0.9%2)
Unknown 5 2 2
(1.2%) (0.4%) (0.6%)
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who were not working at the time of interview (N=344), a total of 279 (81.1 percent) said they
were still looking for work, while only 65 (18.9 percent) said they were not looking for jobs.

The tendency of older exhaustees to drop out of the workforce at a greater rate than
younger exhaustees was partially responsible for the larger percentage of older workers who were
not working at the time of interview. However, a more significant factor was the greater
reemployment barriers that older exhaustees appear to face. This is illustrated by the following data
derived from Exhibit B-II-2: - | o -

Number Unemployed

Age Exhaustees | But Still Looking For Work
17 - 24 47 16 (34.0%)
25 - 34 284 94 (33.1%)
35 - 44 211 ' 93 (44.1%)
45 - 5<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>